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Introduction

The interest in the activity of Andronikos Kallistos arose at the end of the nine-
teenth century within the frame of Emile Legrand’s pioneering works on Byzan-
tine scholars of the Renaissance.' Over decades, researchers have glimpsed the
depth of Kallistos’ erudite personality towards a comprehension of his role at the
critical time of the translatio studiorum, i.e. the transfer of ancient Greece cultural
heritage to Italy and hence all of Europe. However, it has only been possible to
deepen the knowledge on this scholar after identifying a fair number of manu-
scripts as the work of his hands.>

Dieter Harlfinger’s studies on Greek scribes of the Renaissance® and Ernst
Gamillscheg’s investigations on the manuscripts preserved at the Biblioteca
Estense Universitaria of Modena“ first broadened the list of the books attributed
to the work of Andronikos. The findings of Elpidio Mioni® with regard to Bes-
sarion’s collaborators validated these attributions by recognising in further sam-
ples Kallistos’ hand, even though admitting to the coexistence of two writing-
styles. In this respect, Ole Langwitz Smith® had questioned many attribution pro-
posals made by Gamillscheg, assuming that Kallistos was allegedly assisted by
an anonymous collaborator (Anonymus Mutinensis) whose handwriting resem-
bled that of Kallistos. Not long after Gamillscheg’s reply,” Kallistos’ and Anony-
mus’ identity was to be confirmed by Guido Avezzii:® his intervention therefore
put an end to the querelle about the existence or non-existence of this Anonymus.’

Still, the issue of the variability of Kallistos’ hand has remained unsolved for
the time being. In other words: should the hypothesis of a synchronic coexistence
of two graphic styles be confirmed or should one instead look at this phaenome-
non as at a transformation of a handwriting through its various phases? In the

1 Legrand 1885 and Legrand 1892.

2 Diller 1967.

3 Harlfinger 1971, Harlfinger 1977, and Harlfinger 1974. The attribution to Andronikos of a single
annotation at fol. 1r of the manuscript Laur. 71.3, proposed in Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 226,
proved to be wrong.

4 Gamillscheg 1978. All of the identifications presented in the article by Gamillscheg turned out
to be correct, with the exception of manuscripts Mutin. a U.9.1 and Mutin. a V.7.14, in which no
trace of Andronikos’ hand is found.

5 Mioni 1976.

6 Smith 1986.

7 Gamillscheg 1983.

8 Avezzil 1989-1990.

9 For a detailed account of this querelle, see Tessier 2015b, 186-188.

@ Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-201
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first chapter of his monograph about the scribal activity of Markos Musuros, Da-
vid Speranzi framed the problems modern scholars are faced with when ap-
proaching the study of fifteenth-century handwritings.”® As Speranzi evokes —
quoting some remarks by Giuseppe De Gregorio —, cases of synchronic and dia-
chronic variability are particularly thorny, namely those of ‘parallel coexistence,
in the writing of a single scribe, of very different models, calligraphic and cur-
sive’.! The examples adduced by Speranzi are well known to scholars dealing
with fifteenth-century copyists’ hands: 1. the calligraphic style of the prolific Cre-
tan scribe Iohannes Rhosos in contraposition to a less accurate writing style,
which a famous letter in his hand sent to his friend Iohannes Plusiadenos clearly
displays; 2. the so-called scholarly hand of Theodoros Gazes, characterized by an
extremely cursive (and quite ‘nervous’) ductus, which is at first glance incompat-
ible with his usual minuscule as well as with the ‘pseudo-majuscule’ employed
in the famous Homer Laur. 32.1;” 3. the different expressions of the writing of
Konstantinos and Ianos Laskaris, both active over decades in Italy. As Speranzi
claimed, the distance between graphic manifestations of a same hand has meant
that several scribes of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries have seen some of
their products assigned to their ‘palaeographic Doppelgdnger’; such attributions
have often been shown at a later time as devoid of historical consistency.” This
was the case with Markos Musuros, to whom the authorship of some manuscripts
attributed to a mysterious Mdpkog Twdvvov has been denied for a long time."
And this has been, for many years, the case of Andronikos Kallistos too, to whom
Ole Langwitz Smith insisted on attributing solely the Vat. gr. 1314 (i.e. the only
witness ‘subscribed’ by him, dating 12 March 1449). One of the purposes of this
book is therefore to demonstrate the diachronic nature of the graphic variability
of Andronikos’ hand, thus dispelling any doubt about the coexistence of two
styles.

Dieter Harlfinger and Ernst Gamillscheg are credited with most of the attrib-
utions that ended up in the entry on Kallistos in the Repertorium der griechischen

10 Speranzi 2013, 11-25.

11 See Speranzi 2013, 13. The quotation is from De Gregorio 1995, 428 (‘parallela coesistenza
nella scrittura di un unico copista di modelli di apprendimento assai distanti, calligrafico-posati
e corsivi’).

12 See Speranzi 2012.

13 Speranzi 2013, 15: ‘E proprio la distanza tra le diverse attestazioni di una stessa mano [...] ha
fatto si che diversi scribi dei secoli XV e XVI abbiano visto alcuni dei propri prodotti assegnati a
loro “doppi paleografici”, rivelatisi poi privi di consistenza storica’.

14 A decisive contribution towards the identification between the figures of Musuros and
Mépxog Twdvvov is Speranzi 2015b.
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Kopisten (RGK).” In more recent times, other scholars — such as Stefano Marti-
nelli Tempesta, who is drawing up the inventory of the Greek copyists present in
manuscripts now kept at the Biblioteca Ambrosiana'® — have consistently en-
riched and broadened the perspective by means of several identifications (see be-
low Table 0.1)."

Table 0.1: Manuscripts copied, restored and/or annotated by Andronikos Kallistos: Current
state of research.

Manuscript / Document Fols / Intervention Attribution

1. Athonita 'IBrpwv 161 restoration Tselikas 1976 (reprinted
in Tselikas 2004, 620)

2. Berolinensis Hamilton 270 marginalia Harlfinger (infra, § 3.5.3)

3. Berolinensis lat. fol. 199 marginalia Orlandi (infra, § 2.3.1)

4, Berolinensis lat. fol. 850 marginalia Rollo 2020a, 129

5. Bononiensis 2638 initials and titles in red ink Orlandi (infra, § 2.1.1.2)

6. Cantabr. Univ. Libr. Nn.111.18 Diller 1967, 408

7. Cantabr. Emm. Coll. Libr. 30 Diller 1967, 408

8. Comensis 1.3.19 151r-206r Stefec 2010, 71

9. Cremonensis 130 1r-9v, 56r-57v, 62r-64v  Harlfinger 2000, 764

10. Erlangensis A 4 1r-70v, 72r-99v, 209r- Harlfinger 1971, 413 /
264v corrections in Aristoteles

Graecus 1976 (Harlfinger)

11. Scorialensis Z.111.1 marginalia Martinez Manzano
2018, 380

15 RGK118=1125=1II31.

16 Martinelli Tempesta 2013.

17 See e.g. Rollo 2006a; Stefec 2014; Orlandi 2014a and 2014b; Martinelli Tempesta 2015a; Spe-
ranzi 2016b; Speranzi 2018; Rollo 2020a; Orlandi 2020c. In a recent article by David Speranzi,
sections of the manuscripts Marc. gr. Z. 199 and Par. gr. 2086 which were previously attributed
to Kallistos have appropriately been ascribed to Iohannes Sophianos; see Speranzi 2016a, 89-91.



XIl = Introduction

Manuscript / Document

Fols / Intervention

Attribution

12. Ferrara, Arch. Bentivoglio, signature Gentile 1992, 299
Patrim., busta 6, fasc. 35
13. Laurentianus 32.46 marginalia Orlandi (infra, § 5.3.1)
14. Laurentianus 58.1 marginalia Orlandi (infra, § 1.3.4)
15. Laurentianus 60.16 92r-97v Harlfinger 1971, 413
16. Laurentianus 66.31 marginalia Orlandi 2014a, 165
17. Laurentianus 72.20 marginalia Aristoteles Graecus 1976,
254 (Harlfinger)
18. Laurentianus 74.12 35r-39r, 43r-44v RGK118
19. Laurentianus 85.21 restoration Speranzi 2016b, 62
20. Laurentianus Ashb. 1144 Todd 1994, 70
21. Laurentianus Ashb. 1599 1r-150r Todd 1990, IX /
Todd 1994, 70
22. Florent. Riccardianus 46 marginalia Martinelli Tempesta
2016a, 224
23. Florent. Magliab. B.2.35 marginalia Speranzi 2018, 194
24. Forli, Bibl. Com., Raccolte Perosa 1953, 8;
Piancastelli, Sez. Autografi Orlandi 2014a, 167
secc. XII-XVIII
25. Hauniensis GkS 1570,4° marginalia Schartau 1994, 125
26. Cracov. Berol. gr. qu. 73 1r-23r Harlfinger
(in Orlandi 2020¢)
27. Lipsiensis gr. 33 restoration Stefec 2014, 176
28. Lipsiensis gr. 34 restoration Stefec 2014, 176
29. Londinensis Burney 109 marginalia RGK118 / corrections
infra, § 5.3.1
30. Ambrosianus A 185 sup. 228v-243r Martinelli Tempesta

2013, 108
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Manuscript / Document

Fols / Intervention

Attribution

31. Ambrosianus D 78 inf. marginalia Martinelli Tempesta 2013,
108 / Orlandi 2014b, 187
32. Ambrosianus E 99 sup. marginalia Martinelli Tempesta
2013, 108
33. Ambrosianus H 52 sup. 1r-133v Harlfinger 1971, 413
34. Ambrosianus | 56 sup. 1r-242v Harlfinger 1971, 413 /
Orlandi 2014b, 154
35. Ambrosianus L 35 sup. 1r-8v Martinelli Tempesta
2013, 108
36. Ambrosianus P 84 sup. Martinelli Tempesta
2013, 108
37. Mutinensis a P.5.19 2r-43r Gamillscheg 1978, 232
38. Mutinensis a P.5.20 corrections Harlfinger 1971, 413
39. Mutinensis a P.6.13 Harlfinger 1974, 25
40. Mutinensis a Q.5.20 Gamillscheg 1978, 232
41. Mutinensis  Q.5.21 Harlfinger apud
Gamillscheg 1978, 232
42. Mutinensis a T.8.3 marginalia Harlfinger 1971, 413
43, Mutinensis a T.8.13 Harlfinger 1974, 25
44, Mutinensis a T.8.20 Gamillscheg 1978, 232
45, Mutinensis a T.9.1 Harlfinger 1971, 413
46. Mutinensis a T.9.2 68r-98r, marginalia Harlfinger 1974, 25
47. Mutinensis a T.9.14 Harlfinger 1974, 25
48. Mutinensis a U.5.1 Gamillscheg 1978, 232
49. Mutinensis o U.9.3 119v and marginalia Harlfinger 1971, 413
50. Mutinensis a U.9.10 restoration Harlfinger 1974, 25
51. Mutinensis a U.9.18 initials and titles in red ink Gamillscheg 1978, 232
52. Mutinensis a U.9.22 Gamillscheg 1978, 232
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Manuscript / Document

Fols / Intervention

Attribution

53. Mutinensis aV.7.1 1r-61r Gamillscheg 1978, 232
54. Mutinensis a V.7.17 52r-129v Harlfinger 1974, 25
55. Mutinensis a W.2.1 1v-2v Harlfinger 1974, 25
56. Mutinensis a W.5.5 passim Gamillscheg 1978, 232;

corrections infra, § 6.1

57. Mosquensis Sinod. gr. 267

Fonkic 1981, 124

58. Mosquensis Sinod. gr. 370

restoration

Fonki€ 1981, 124

59. Mosquensis RGADA ® 1607, 1r-39v lin. 10 Fonki¢ 1981, 124
Matthaei 15

60. Monacensis gr. 332 marginalia Harlfinger 1971, 413

61. Neapolitanus I1.D.9 marginalia Orlandi (infra, § 2.3.1)

62. Oxon. Barocci 63 passim Diller 1967, 408;

corrections infra, § 6.2

63. Oxon. Barocci 76

initials and titles in red ink

Orlandi (infra, § 2.1.1.2)

64. Oxon. d’Orville 115

Diller 1967, 408

65. Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71

restoration

Diller 1967, 408

66. Parisinus gr. 1644 38r-59v RGK11 25

67. Parisinus gr. 1811 marginalia Brockmann 1992, 27
68. Parisinus gr. 1852 marginalia Harlfinger 1971, 413
69. Parisinus gr. 1878 25rv, 27r-162v RGK11 25

70. Parisinus gr. 1879 RGK11 25

71. Parisinus gr. 1890 restoration RGK11 25

72. Parisinus gr. 1908 marginalia Vogel and Gardthausen

1909, 30 / corrections in
Diller 1967, 408

73. Parisinus gr. 2038

Diller 1967, 408

74. Parisinus gr. 2046

97r-173r, marginalia

RGK 11 25
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Manuscript / Document

Fols / Intervention

Attribution

75. Parisinus gr. 2066 RGK11 25
76. Parisinus gr. 2069 Harlfinger 1971, 413
77. Parisinus gr. 2346 1r, 84rlin. 13-166v RGK11 25
78. Parisinus gr. 2715 RGK 11 25
79. Parisinus gr. 2772 marginalia Orlandi 2020c, 480
80. Parisinus gr. 2998 marginalia Orlandi 2014b, 165
81. Parisinus gr. 3011 restoration RGK11 25
82. Parisinus lat. 17542 graeca Gentile apud
Speranzi 2016a, 213
83. Parisinus Suppl. gr. 66 75r-78v, 83r-90r RGK 11 25
84. Parisinus Suppl. gr. 255 marginalia Alberti 1967, 14
85. Parisinus Suppl. gr. 541 11r-136r, 155r-201r, Harlfinger 1971, 413;
202r-353r additions in RGK Il 25
86. Parisinus Mazarine 4453 marginalia RGK 1125/
corrections infra, § 6.2
87. Perusinus H 19 titles in red ink Orlandi (infra, § 5.2.3.3)
88. Turinensis Accad. di Scienze, 50rv Orlandi (infra, § 2.4.1)
Lettere e Arti, NN.V.7
89. Salmanticensis 230 titles in red ink Orlandi (infra, § 5.3.1)
90. Vaticanus Barb. gr. 161 restoration Speranzi 2016b, 64
91. Vaticanus Barb. gr. 163 marginalia Speranzi (infra, § 2.2.2)
92. Vaticanus Borg. gr. 12 marginalia RGK 111 31
93. Vaticanus Chis. H.V.159 graeca Rollo 20064, 378
94. Vaticanus Ott. gr. 52 marginalia RGK 111 31 / corrections in
Rollo 20063, 376 n. 1
95. Vaticanus Ott. gr. 181 marginalia Orlandi (infra, § 2.3.1)
96. Vaticanus Ott. gr. 355 1r-12r RGK 111 31
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Manuscript / Document

Fols / Intervention

Attribution

97. Vaticanus Pal. gr. 142 titles in red ink Orlandi (infra, § 2.2.1)
98. Vaticanus Ross. 1025 Xv-18v, 21r-33v, 37r- Harlfinger 1971, 413
292v

99. Vaticanus Urb. gr. 151 marginalia RGK 111 31

100. Vaticanusgr.13 marginalia RGK118

101.  Vaticanus gr. 249 Harlfinger 1971, 413

102.  Vaticanus gr. 257 Harlfinger 1971, 413

103.  Vaticanus gr. 593 marginalia RGK 111 31

104.  Vaticanus gr. 1314 Vogel and Gardthausen
1909, 30

105. Vaticanus gr. 1324 restoration Stefec 2014, 176

106. Vaticanus gr. 1950 marginalia Orlandi (infra, § 5.3.2)

107.  Vaticanus gr. 2189 marginalia RGK 111 31

108. Vaticanus gr. 2201 marginalia Harlfinger 1971, 413

109. Vaticanus gr. 2207 marginalia Orlandi 2020c, 478

110. Vaticanus lat. 1532 graeca Rollo 20064, 370

111.  Marcianus gr. Z. 10 382r-409r Diller 1967, 408

112.  Marcianus gr. Z. 186 216r-274v Diller 1967, 408

113.  Marcianus gr. Z. 190 1r-270v Diller 1967, 408

114.  Marcianus gr. Z. 192 1r-44v Diller 1967, 408

115.  Marcianus gr. Z. 198 Diller 1967, 408

116. Marcianus gr. Z. 223 118r-123r,171r-228v Harlfinger apud
Liakou-Kropp 2002, 267

117. Marcianus gr. Z. 226 marginalia Orlandi (infra, § 2.3.1)

118. Marcianus gr. Z. 238 62r-124r Mioni 1976, 298

119.  Marcianus gr. Z. 337 additions Harlfinger apud

Liakou-Kropp 2002, 282
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Manuscript / Document Fols / Intervention Attribution
120. Marcianus gr. Z. 374 1-127v, 128v-166r, 167r— Mioni 1976, 298 /
242r corrections infra, § 2.1.1
121.  Marcianus gr. Z. 518 additions Harlfinger apud

Liakou-Kropp 2002, 311

122. Marcianus gr. Z. 522 161r-176v, 181r-210v Mioni 1976, 298

123.  Marcianus gr. Z. 527 1r-9v, 11r-14yv, 16rv Diller 1967, 408

124. Marcianus gr.Z. 611 46r-243Vv Mioni 1985a, 537

125.  Marcianus gr. VIl 5 marginalia Mioni 1985b, addenda

126. Vind. Hist. gr. 78 Hunger 1961, 85

127.  Vind. Suppl. gr. 23 restoration Hunger and Hannick
1994, 48

128.  Vind. Theol. gr. 163 marginalia Hunger, Kresten and

Hannick 1984, 253

The research on Andronikos’ scholarly activity however remains fragmented into
many isolated contributions,’” mainly concerning some specific chapters of the
manuscript tradition of classical Greek and Byzantine authors. Fragmentation is
indeed the hindrance to achieving a complete picture of his work as a teacher and
philologist.

In this framework, by adopting a systematic and synergistic approach to his-
torical, philological, codicological, and palaeographic data, I intend with this
monograph study to accomplish the following:

1. outline an updated biography, which in essence reproduces Giuseppe

Cammelli’s account,” the short contribution by Emilio Bigi notwith-
standing® (Chapter 1);

18 See e.g. sections of the following works: Alberti 1967; Donadi 1976; Resta 1978; Fera 1997;
Serra 1979-1980; Martinelli Tempesta 1995, Martinelli Tempesta 1997 and Martinelli Tempesta
2015a; Tessier 2003; Tessier 2015b; Taran 2016; Golitsis 2022; Muratore 2022.

19 Cammelli 1942.

20 Bigi 1961.
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2. better define Andronikos’ scribal activity by means of a thorough exam-
ination (by autopsy) of all surviving manuscript sources which have
been transcribed, restored or simply annotated by him (Chapter 2);

3. attempt to reconstruct the development of Kallistos’ book collection by
tracing its growth and then following its fate after the sale (Chapters 2
and 3);

4. acknowledge Andronikos’ scholarly activity both as a teacher for Greek
language and literature and as a philologist (Chapters 4 and 5);

5. make an inventory (with codicological, palaeographic, historical, and
bibliographical data) of all the manuscripts which bear traces of his writ-
ing (Chapter 6);

6. publish Andronikos’ works (Appendix).

Formal matters

The identification of copyists’ handwriting, whenever it is proposed for the first
time in this book, is marked by angle brackets <...> as it is usual in reference works
about Greek palaeography; the same brackets are used for the first identification
of dates and places. The numbering of tables and figures restarts at every chapter.
Quotations in Greek and Latin, when not translated, are paraphrased; when ex-
tracted from manuscripts or archival documents, both Greek and Latin quota-
tions follow the spelling used in the source.
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1 Towards a New Biographical Profile

1.1 The question of Andronikos’ birthplace and name

When contemporary scholars approach the investigation of Andronikos Kallistos’

work, the first puzzling issue they encounter concerns his birthplace. Many

sources point to an origin in Constantinople. Among these, and on more than one
occasion, is the Byzantine scholar himself. Here is a list of the sources pointing
to a Constantinopolitan birth, in chronological order.

(1458-1459 and 1462-1466) the rotuli from Bologna’s Studium show that a certain
Andronicus Constantinopolitanus or grecus de Constantinopoli or de Constan-
tinopoli' was a lecturer in Greek language and teacher of moral philosophy
during those academic years (mistakenly registered also as Andromachus,
Andronycus or Andromicus);?

(28 April <1459>) the heading of an autograph letter in Greek addressed by Kallis-
tos to Palla Strozzi reads: 1@ e0yevel kol co@® Gvdpl kupiw IMaANGVTL TG
TTpoyia Av8povikog Buldvtiog e mpdrtewy (‘Andronikos of Constantinople
greets the noble and learned lord Palla Strozzi’);>

(1June 1462) at the end of a document validating Palla Strozzi’s testamentary dis-
positions,* Kallistos himself adds a few lines in Latin: ego Andronicus filius
Alexii Constantinopolitanus fui praesens et testor de praesentibus scriptis in
die in qua dicta scripta sunt facta (‘1 Andronikos, son of Alexios, of
Constantinople, was present and witness to the present agreements on the
day the things that had been written were carried out);

(26 April 1464) in a Latin letter by Francesco Filelfo to Alberto Parisi,” Andronikos
is referred to as Byzantius, that is ‘Constantinopolitan’;®

1 The importance of the information emerging from the rotuli — edited in Dallari 1888, 51, 62,
64-65, 67, 70 — has been first pointed out by Perosa 1953, 8.

2 The misspelled form Andromachus appears also in Theodoros Gazes’ will preserved in codex
Vat. Reg. lat. 1899; see Dorez 1893, 4.

3 For the letter, part of the Piancastelli collection kept at the library of Forli, see the discussion
infra, § 1.3.3 and Plate 9.

4 Ferrara, Archivio di Stato, Archivio Bentivoglio, Sezione Patrimoniale, busta 6, fasciscolo 35,
carta 2. See Gentile 1992, 299-300. For a reproduction, see infra, § 2.4.2.

5 See De Keyser 2015a, 1009. Perosa 1953, 7 mistakenly referred this letter to 4 April.

6 Thus can be observed the archaising use both in Greek (Bu{avtiog) and Latin (Byzantius) of
this adjective for indicating a provenance from Constantinople.

@ Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-001
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(27 April 1464) in a letter in Greek written by Filelfo to Kallistos himself, the head-
ing reads: ®paykiokog 0 ®AEAPog AvBpovikw T@ Bulavtiw xaipewv (‘Fran-
cesco Filelfo greets Andronikos of Constantinople’);’

(29 April 1464) similarly, Filelfo addresses another Greek epistle to Av8povikog O
BulavTiog;®

(31 October 1464) in a Latin letter from Filelfo to Alberto Parisi, Andronikos’ name
is again associated with the adjective Byzantius;’

(c. 1468) in the manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 198 Andronikos signed his poem in praise
of Bessarion’s book In Calumniatorem Platonis again as Av8povikog
Bulavtiogs®

(1471-1473) the ledgers of Entrata e uscita del Camerlengo del Monte Comune, re-
fer to regular thrimonthly payments to ‘Messer Andronico Callisto da Con-
stantinopoli’, from September 1471 until October 1473;"

(c. 1473) in the ms. Turin, Accademia di Scienze Lettere e Arti, NN.V.7 (fol. 50r),
the author of the two Greek compositions written in memory of Albiera degli
Albizi is referred to as Andronicus Byzantius;

(c. 1473-1474) the heading of the prefatory letter to the translation of Aristotle’s
treatise De generatione et corruptione, prepared in Florence by Kallistos for
Lorenzo il Magnifico, reads: Andronicus Callistus Byzantius clarissimo viro
Laurentio Medici Florentino salutem;"

(21 March 1475) in a letter sent by Galeazzo Maria Sforza, duke of Milan, to his
referendarius in Cremona, the ruler mentions ‘Andronico da Costantinopoli
doctore greco’;Z

in an undated ode by Filelfo, addressed to Av8povikog BulavTiog, lines 5-6 read:
TOv8e (scil. Av8povikov) Bulavtog moAg wg dpiotn | yelva® (‘as
Constantinople, the noblest city, gave him birth’)."

7 The text has been published in Legrand 1892, 110-111 (epist. 62); see now De Keyser 2015a,
1009-1010.

8 See Legrand 1892, 111-112 (epist. 63) and De Keyser 2015a, 1012.

9 See De Keyser 2015a, 1061-1077.

10 See more infra, § 1.3.2.

11 See again infra, § 1.6.

12 See Rashed 2011, 203.

13 Milano, Archivio di Stato, Registro missive, no. 121, fol. 56r; see Cammelli 1942, 202.

14 Legrand 1892, 203-205.
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On the basis of such evidence, Andronikos’ latest biographers, Giuseppe
Cammelli and Emilio Bigi,” rejected the hypothesis of a Thessalonian origin
suggested by Christian Friedrich Boerner more than two centuries ago.!® There
are two sources which qualify Andronikos as native of Thessaloniki. Firstly,
Giorgio Merula’s (1430-1494) Emendationes in Plinium, in which the lectures at
the Studium Bononiense about Theocritus are said to have been held by
Andronicus Thessalonicensis.” Secondly, book XXI of Raffaele Maffei da
Volterra’s (1451-1522) Commentarii Urbani, where the author does not seem to
show any doubt concerning Thessaloniki as Andronikos’ city of origin."®

On the one hand, it is undeniable that the indication Constantinopolitanus,
written by Kallistos himself in Palla Strozzi’s will, presents Andronikos’ desire to
be identified in the West as Constantinopolitan. The recurrence of the adjective
Byzantius/Bu{avTiog, as in the letter addressed to Palla and in Filelfo’s Greek and
Latin epistles, indicates the same aim. On the other hand, however, it is difficult
to explain away Giorgio Merula’s and Volterranus’ further comments, which
explicitly speak of Andronikos as a Greek from Thessaloniki. These comments
seem to provide more detailed information about Kallistos’ geographical
provenance. In addition, one should not forget that Thessaloniki was the native
city of Theodoros Gazes, Andronikos’ necessarius,” consanguineus® and
consobrinus.” The uncertainty between Constantinople and Thessaloniki is still

15 See Cammelli 1942, 106 (‘Che Andronico Callisto fosse nato a Costantinopoli sembra cosa
da non porsi in dubbio’) and Bigi 1961 (‘Mancano precise notizie sulla data della sua nascita [...]
é certo invece che egli nacque a Costantinopoli, e non a Tessalonica, come sulla base di una
notizia del Volterrano aveva affermato il Boerner’).

16 See Boerner 1750, 165.

17 Et sane, ut liberius loquar, errores pudendos et temerarios fecere, qualis ille est quem in trige-
simo primo notavimus; id quod arguit Andronicum Thessalonicensem praeceptorem nostrum hos
minime iuvisse. Nam is, quum olim Theocritum Bononiae mihi interpretaretur, de Crathide ea ex-
posuit quae in Plinio iam legeramus moxque a Strabone tractata invenimus, et Crathim fluvium
dici, non Catharim (ed. Venice 1474 = ISTC im00504000); see on the subject Dionisotti 1968,
160.

18 Andronicus item Thessalonicensis praeceptor in Graeca disciplina secundum Theodorum ha-
bebatur, forte et lingua patria superior (see Cammelli 1942, 193 n. 1). Boerner’s argument, which
identifies Thessaloniki as Kallistos’ birthplace, rested on Maffei’s account.

19 See De Keyser 2015a, 1285-1286.

20 See Leone 1990, 62-63, epist. 9 (edited also in Legrand 1892, 331-332).

21 See Dorez 1893, 4.
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found in even the most recent scholarship,? given the absence of decisive evi-
dence.? I believe that the most plausible hypothesis remains, for the moment, the
one which Antonio Rollo suggested some years ago: Andronikos was born in
Thessaloniki, and then, in his early youth, moved to Constantinople to study,
thus shaping his cultural personality in the capital.*

Be that as it may, lacking archival evidence or explicit statements, we are
unable to say exactly when he was born. On the basis of the only indication of age
(81 yApag, ‘because of my old age’) given by Andronikos himself in his letter of
the year 1476 written to Georgios Disypatos Palaiologos, we assume, however,
that Kallistos was born between the first and second decade of the fifteenth
century and was therefore a contemporary of Gazes and Bessarion.”

The second point of discussion concerns the form in which the full name of
Andronikos is recorded in the accounts of his contemporaries.?® One variant is
countersigned by name and surname concurring morphologically in the same
case, e.g. Avdpovikog KaAAiotog in the nominative. The other variant always
bears the surname declined in the genitive case (KaAAioTtov), as if some sort of
patronymic.”

22 For Constantinople, see, for instance, the section dedicated to Andronikos Kallistos in Mar-
tinelli Tempesta 2013, 131; in favour of Thessaloniki argues Russell 2013, 132-133.

23 This cannot be the case of the colophon applied by an anonymous hand on the margin of fol.
189v of Mutin. a U.9.10, a codex from Kallistos’ collection: émi £toug ,¢aAn" p(n)vi popTiw €ig TG
k0" fuépa 8" mapéA(a)Be EiopanAn v pey&)A(nv) moA(v) Oncalovikn (‘In the year 6938 [=
1430], on Wednesday 29 March, Ismael conquered the large city of Thessaloniki’). This record
has been improperly linked with Andronikos’ stay in that city by Centanni 1984-1985, 201; on
the contrary, it refers to the fall of Thessaloniki. One finds another record on the same folio re-
ferring to the pillage of the Isle of Lefkada on 26 May 1430.

24 1 quote here a passage from Rollo 2006a, 369: ‘E possibile che Andronico, nato a Tessalo-
nica, si fosse trasferito precocemente a Costantinopoli, e che avesse in seguito di proposito so-
vrapposto al dato biografico reale quello ideale: nella capitale bizantina aveva condotto i suoi
studi, li aveva formato la sua personalita culturale, da li era partito alla volta dell’Occidente in
cerca di fortuna’. See also Boerner 1750, 165.

25 The fact that Andronikos had reached a venerable age by the time of his departure from Italy
seems to be confirmed by the testimony of Raffaele Maffei da Volterra: demum in Galliam co-
matam penetravit [...] ubi parvo post tempore, cum esset iam magnopere senex, morbo exstinctus
est (see Cammelli 1942, 199, 213). However, this remains a problematic source, which may have
contaminated information about different people; see infra, § 1.5 and 1.7.

26 This issue was first presented in Pontani 1989, 127 n. 77.

27 Ifit were the case, K&AAioTog might have been the name of an ancestor (that is, e.g., a grand-
father or a great-grandfather), since Andronikos’ father’s name was certainly Alexios and not
Kallistos, a fact witnessed in the will of Palla Strozzi; see supra, § 1.1 and infra, § 2.4.2.
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This ‘mixed’ form in most occurrences has an article between the two names
(Av8povikog 6 KaAAioTov), and is witnessed in a number of epistolary testimo-
nies, which will be discussed in detail later within this chapter: 1. a passage from
a letter by Cardinal Bessarion addressed to Theodoros Gazes, convincingly dated
by David Speranzi to the second half of the year 1453; 2. a group of three letters
all dating from May to June 1462, sent to Andronikos and Michael Apostoles from
the baths of Viterbo again by Cardinal Bessarion and his attaché, Nikolaos Sekun-
dinos;” 3. two letters by Theodoros Gazes to Andronikos written in <1472>;° 4. a
testimony by Konstantinos Laskaris in the form of a letter to Juan Pardo written
after 1476.*

On the other hand, compelling arguments support the validity of the form
where both names agree in case, AvBpovikog KaAoTog: 1. that form was used by
Andronikos himself to sign a brief poem in praise of Homeric poetry, which he
placed at the end of the Batrachomyomachia in Vat. gr. 1314 (fol. 15v);* 2. in the
manuscript tradition of the aforementioned letters by Bessarion and Sekundinos,
there is considerable fluctuation between the two forms;* 3. in the Latin corre-
spondence by Italian humanists who became acquainted with Andronikos there
is always a concordance between the two terms (i.e., nom. Andronicus Callistus,
gen. Andronici Callisti, and so on).

28 Seeinfra, § 1.2.2. The text of this letter is handed down in the last codicological unit of Marc.
gr. Z. 527, in the hand of Bessarion’s protégé Alexios Keladenos.

29 Two letters out of three are by Bessarion (ed. Mohler 1942, 511-513) and one by Nikolaos
Sekundinos (ed. Boissonade 1833, 377-387; printed also in PG 161, cols 691-696). See infra,
§1.3.5.

30 Seeinfra, § 1.6. The heading of the letter, copied at fol. 68r of Laur. 55.9 (within a codicolog-
ical unit in the hand of Alexios Keladenos), reads Av8povikw 1@ KaAAioTou.

31 Seeinfra,§1.7.

32 See RGK I 18; Avezzu 1989-1990, 85 is credited with having correctly deciphered the
monokondylion.

33 See infra, § 1.3.5. I have checked a fair amount of manuscripts transmitting the group of
epistles sent to Andronikos by Bessarion and Nikolaos Sekundinos in 1462. Most of them are
addressed Av8povikw 1@ KallioTtov (see e.g. Vat. Ott. gr. 90, Ambr. F. 88 sup., and Par. gr.
2652), thus displaying the genitive form KaAAiotov. However, there are some remarkable excep-
tions: this is the case, for instance, of the heading Av8povikw 1@ KaAAioty at fol. 154v of codex
Matr. 4790 (in the hand of Konstantinos Laskaris), as well as of the expression npog AvSpovikov
TOv KaAAotov at both fol. 93r of Berol. Phillipps 1616 (in the same hand of the copyist of Par.
gr. 2652, <Antonios> [RGK 1I 37]) and fol. 227v of Oxon. Barocci 125. Finally, fol. 167v of
Uppsal. gr. 8 presents a bizarre juxtaposition of two forms: in fact, the heading of the first letter
reads Av8povikw Tod KaAAiotou (thus declining both article and surname in genitive) and, just
a few lines below, one comes across the alternative form Av8pdovikov tov KaAAioTov.
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The issue cannot be solved based on the documentation currently available.
Furthermore, it is impossible to determine here the possible shifts from the one
form to the other.* Hence, this monograph will use the form Av8pdvikog
KaA\otog, since it is already well rooted in the modern scholarship.

1.2 First traces of Androkinos’ activity (before 1453)

1.2.1 An ltalian sojourn before Constantinople’s fall?

The time and circumstances of Andronikos’ arrival in Italy present another chal-
lenging question to the reassessment of his biographical profile. One problematic
source is the ode addressed to him by Francesco Filelfo.* Lines 9-12 of this short
poem read: oUTOG &V Yuxi| péya Tt @povioag | yaiav dpxaiov AéAtev Avkovpyou
| kol 81X 0oSpoD MeAdyoug Aativwv HABev dkovowv. These verses have been of-
ten interpreted as a piece of evidence to support the hypothesis that Kallistos was
present in Italy before the fall of Constantinople around the late 1430s and early
1440s. Cammelli first argued that the phrase Aativwv ﬁ)\esv dxovowv might
suggest the arrival in Italy during the council of Ferrara—Florence (1438-1439),
for the copious number of Byzantine delegations is widely documented on this
occasion. According to another interpretation of Filelfo’s verses, the phrase
Aativwv fABev dkovowv could be understood as ‘he came here in order to attend
classes by Latin scholars’, as other Byzantine learned men did.*

In addition to this, it remains common in scholarship” (mainly relying on
Alessandro Perosa’s reconstruction)® that Kallistos’ presence in Italy dates to the
year 1441. This conclusion rests on three claims: 1. Vespasiano da Bisticci’s chron-
icle of that year stating that Iohannes Argyropulos stayed at the Paduan residence

34 Something similar seems to have happened to the name of the monk Nikephoros Kallistos
Xanthopulos. The entry no. 20826 within the PLP recorded him as Eav06movAog, Nikn@opog
KaAAwotog; and still, the very first words of his Historia ecclesiastica read as follows: Nikn@opog
6 KaAAioTou Ty ékkAnoLaoTikny iotopiav ouveTagev [...] (see PG 145 col. 604).

35 See the editions by Legrand 1892, 203-205 and Cortassa and Maltese 1997, 65-66.

36 According to Guido Cortassa and Enrico V. Maltese, Andronikos was prompted to move to
the West by the same desire for wisdom that led, for example, learned men such as Filelfo to
move to Greece; see Cortassa and Maltese 1997, 65-66.

37 This is the case of both outdated contributions (see, for instance, Bigi 1961 or Centanni
1984-1985, 201-202) and more recent publications, as e.g. Bossier 2004, XII-XIII, Déroche
and Vatin 2016, 885, the short biographical record printed in De Gregorio and Martinelli Tem-
pesta 2018, 215 and Franchi 2019, 333.

38 See Perosa 1953, 7-9.
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of Palla Strozzi and that an ‘altro greco dottissimo’ was there too;* 2. the
identification, by Aubrey Diller,* of Andronikos’ handwriting in the colophon of
the Par. gr. 1908 (Simplicius, in Arist. Phys.), copied by Iohannes Argyropulos for
Palla in 1441; 3. the sense of intimacy between Andronikos and Palla Strozzi,
which one might infer from a letter by Kallistos addressed to Strozzi in the year
1459*' and which — as Perosa has argued — can be explained only if one presumes
that the two men had known each other for some time.*

The first point, that Kallistos was the anonymous Greek scholar accompany-
ing Argyropulos at Palla’s house in 1441, is merely speculative without further
evidence.

The second point, the recognition of Andronikos’ handwriting that Diller sug-
gested some decades ago, needs to be re-examined from both a textual and a
palaeographical point of view. The picture below (Fig. 1.1) shows a detail from the
lower margin of fol. 213v and is accompanied by a transcription of the text.

Fig. 1.1: Par. gr. 1908, fol. 213v; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

£ypaen TtobTo TO BPAiov xeipt Tw(dvv)ou ApyvporovAov Fpaikod KwveTavTivouroAitov |
&v 1@ Mataoviw mept rlocogiag amovdafovtog, xapty IIdAAavTtog Ztpoyiov | PAwpevTtivov,

39 See Greco 1976, 159-160.

40 Diller 1967, 406-407.

41 About this letter, now preserved at the Biblioteca Comunale di Forli, see more infra, § 1.3.3.
The edition of the Greek text, provided with an English translation, is given infra, Appendix 4.
42 ‘[...] Al tempo della lettera, tra Andronico e Palla, si sono gia stabiliti rapporti di una certa
dimestichezza, che presuppongono precedenti contatti personali. Andronico conosce bene
Palla, la sua famiglia, la gente di casa; egli ha avuto modo di sperimentare personalmente
I'é¢mewxég e il @Avbpwriov di Palla e dei suoi e ’amore di Palla per la lingua greca; ormai &
convinto che la loro benevolenza nei suoi riguardi & quella di un tempo e non ha subito altera-
zioni (dpetaBAntov)’ (Perosa 1953, 9-10).
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G&iov inmukny &xovrog, &v Iataoviw SwatpiBovtog, £TeL &mo TAG | €vadpkov oikovopiag oD
k(vpio)v @V I(noo)d X(ptoto)b ,a *u PP ?a . 10 8¢ keipevov | xewpt IaAavTog yéypartar.*

This book has been written by the hand of Iohannes Argyropulos, Greek of Constantinople,
in Padua, at the time he was studying philosophy, at the behest of the knight Palla Strozzi
of Florence, living in Padua, in the year 1441 from the incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ.
The text has been written in the hand of Palla.

What mostly deserves attention is the nature itself of this subscriptio. It should be
noted that Andronikos is not the copyist of the codex, that he did not collaborate
in its production and that he did not contribute to it in any way, either with mar-
ginal notes or with interlinear revisions. Indeed, the only pieces of information
gathered from the colophon of the Paris codex** are the following: the manuscript
has been copied for Palla Strozzi by Iohannes Argyropulos in 1441, at which time
he was studying philosophy in Padua (thus achieving a doctoral degree in 1444).
The tone of these few lines does not resemble that usually characterizing the col-
ophons placed by scribes while finalising the elaboration of a manuscript. It
seems rather akin to that of a recollection, an evocation of an episode of the past.
In addition, the meaning of the last sentence (‘the text has been written in the

43 As the image shows, lines 2—-3 have been crossed out — at a later time — by someone who,
for unknown reasons, wanted to erase some of the information presented. The text of this record
was transcribed for the first time in Diller 1967, 407.

44 Here a brief description: paper, mm 337 x 240, fols V (in parchment) + 214 + VI’ (fols I'-III’
last of the last quire; fols IV’-VI’ in parchment). Quire composition: 21 quiniones. After the first
sheet of the third quire, seven sheets have been added by Palla Strozzi (see below) to recover a
textual loss. Quire numeration: Greek letters in the lower central margin of the first and last
sheet. Folding: in-folio. Watermarks: a drawing similar to Monts 24 Harlfinger is clearly visible
throughout the manuscript. Ruling scheme: Sautel-Leroy 20E2 (two columns). Written area: c.
220 x 160 mm. Lines: 40. The codex bears annotations in the hand of Palla Strozzi. Hereby two
examples of his contributions. By means of the seven added sheets (fols 22-28), as anticipated,
Palla filled a textual gap of codex Parisinus common to several witnesses to the tradition of Sim-
plicius, as Mutin. a V.8.3, written around the year 1522, and Marc. gr. IV 15. In the superior
internal margin of fol. 22r Palla recovers part of the text of column b of the previous page (fol.
21v: TobTa pév ovv mept THG TV pnvickwv Pevdoypagiag), and adds: deinde sequitur in alio
exemplari sic ut Twveg 8¢ etc., ibi desunt. Then, in the supplementary sheets the missing section
(= Simpl. in Arist. Phys., ed. Diels 1882, 58,25-69,35, up to the words wpLopévolg nwg ovow) is
copied; the link is marked by a note in the central inner margin of fol. 28v: sequitur o0 pnv GAN
£neldn nepl pUoewC pev o etc. The margins of fols 33v-34r are completely occupied by a long
passage (84,13 pépn 10 6Aov — 85,26 T@V pep@v ovK £0Tal), thus being integrated. Finally, there
are three notes by Iohannes Argyropulos to Simplicius’ text, expressed in a formulation which
mixes Greek and Latin: fol. 551 = credo TijAe [in the text Tii8e]; fol. 158v = credo dmeipov Adyog
[in the text kevod T6m0g]; fol. 162v = credo ovav [in the text #xovotv].
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hand of Palla’) is still in need of interpretation. The key to solving the problem is
given by another document, the will of Palla Strozzi. In describing the manuscript
which was to be donated upon his death to the monastery of Santa Giustina in
Padua, Palla wrote these lines:

Un volume in bombigina con assi con un poco di chuoio rosso di sotto. Expositione di
Simplicio in greco sopra tre primi libri della phisica d’Aristotile, el qual non ¢ di mia mano,
ma é di mano di messer Giovanni Argiropolo greco di Constantinopoli, el quale io gli feci
scrivere quando egli fu qui in Padova a Studio nel 1441.%

These lines convey exactly the same information given by Andronikos in Par. gr.
1908. The text (10 keipevov) he is referring to is therefore that of the colophon
itself, which represents a translation and a verbatim quotation from Strozzi’s last
will, written in the very hand of Palla (yeipt ITdAAavtog) in 1462. This observation
is complemented with palaeographic considerations concerning the writing style
of these lines, the ductus of fol. 213v of Par. gr. 1908 being comparable to ‘mature’
samples of Andronikos handwriting. As it will become clear in the following
chapters, it could not be definitively dated to the beginning of the 1440s; rather,
it would perfectly fit the year 1462, that is, at the end of the period of Kallistos’
consistently documented (although not uninterrupted) stay at Palla Strozzi’s res-
idence in Padua.

Third, the sense of familiarity, which Alessandro Perosa used to identify Kal-
listos with the anonymous scholar living at Palla’s house in 1441, no longer seems
as compelling as before, since palaeographic and historical evidence has recently
emerged, which shows Kallistos and Palla Strozzi were in contact with each other
at least since 1457.%

In summary, there are no compelling arguments to substantiate the claim
that Andronikos arrived in Italy in the early 1440s, whether for the Council or for
the purpose of study.

1.2.2 Between Constantinople and Crete
In a recent article devoted to a chapter in the textual tradition of Quintus of

Smyrna, Stefano Martinelli Tempesta has republished, translated and discussed
part of one of Bessarion’s famous letters. Handed down in the Marc. gr. Z. 527 (fols

45 Ferrara, Archivio di Stato, Archivio Bentivoglio, Sezione Patrimoniale, busta 6, fascicolo 34,
carte 21-22. See Fiocco 1964, 295-296.
46 Seeinfra, §1.3.3.
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240r-244v, copied by Alexios Keladenos),” these are all anepigraphic and un-
dated. In particular, Martinelli Temptesta’s discussion concerns the penultimate
letter (no. 34 in Mohler),*® which is without a doubt addressed to Theodoros
Gazes.” It concerns some books which Bessarion intends either to recover (a co-
dex of Theophrastus lent to Giovanni Tortelli) or to have copied (some works by
Quintus Smyrnaeus and Galen). The Cardinal is apparently away from Rome,
busy with the Bolognese diplomatic delegation. An entire paragraph is devoted
to Andronikos Kallistos:

Av8povikov OV KaAlioTov, 6v BANOTE GUVEGTNOOG NIV, OTE EMAaBOpEVOL VK GTiekpiBNpEeY
TIPOG EKEVO TO PEPOG OVBEV, PIAODEV péV Kal S O£, ovy HKioTa 8€ Kal 8t ahTOV. XpNoTOg
YOp Kai HETPLOG Gvp Kai oTtoudaiog kol OAwG ool Te Kal Tfi 0f] oLYyeveiq TpoonKwv. Sedlwg
8¢ tabta kata ITAdtwva Aéyw,* 6TL vNEP GvBpwmov §0&av drnogaivopat, o @aviov {wov,
GAN gdpeTaBodAov, ANV Gvu OAlywv TV@V Kai €ig OAlya.™

Regarding Andronikos Kallistos, whom you have recommended to us on another occasion,
since thereupon we did not provide you any answer due to our forgetfulness, <be aware of
the fact that> we respect him on your account no less than his own: he is, in fact, an honest
man, measured, gifted, by all means worthy of you and of being your relative. But I say this,
following Plato, with concern, as I am uttering an opinion about a human being, which,
while not a worthless creature, is nevertheless an inconstant one, save in very few instances
and on rarest occasions.

The tone of the letter suggests that Andronikos, ‘an honest man, measured,
gifted’ and worthy of being a relative of Theodoros, had recently arrived in Bolo-
gna in front of Bessarion, seeking employment through Gazes. We learn that this
is not the first time the Cardinal has received a recommendation for Kallistos, who
was already known to him for his talents. As Martinelli Tempesta argues, the let-
ter must have been produced between 4 July 1453, when Bessarion is informed of
the fall of Constantinople, and March 1455, when, following the death of Nicho-
laus V, he quickly returns to Rome for the conclave, and Theodoros moves to Na-
ples.”? David Speranzi, while studying the whole corpus transmitted by the Marc.

47 Martinelli Tempesta 2015a, 278-288.

48 The text is handed down at fols 243v lin. 14-244r lin. 23 of Marc. gr. Z. 527.

49 Diller 1977 identified the addressee, thus correcting the mistaken identification with Mi-
chael Apostoles by Mohler 1942, 478-484. For further details on the subject, see Martinelli Tem-
pesta 2015a, 270 n. 30 and Speranzi 2017, 146.

50 See ps.-Plat. Epist. 13, 360c-d.

51 I give here the text as edited by Martinelli Tempesta 2015a, 280.

52 Martinelli Tempesta 2015a, 282-285.
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gr. Z. 527, was able to go further into the details, defining more precisely the time-
frame in which the letter was written, that is the last months of the year 1453.3

Therefore, Bessarion’s letter to Theodoros — the first reference to Andronikos
Kallistos’ presence in Italy — bears evidence for his stay in Bologna by end of the
year 1453 and the beginning of 1454. It remains unclear, however, how long An-
dronikos had been living in the country before seeking Bessarion’s support
through Gazes, and where he had spent most of his time immediately before turn-
ing to Italy. By means of non-systematic studies of his manuscripts, nothing has
yet emerged attesting to any ‘Eastern’ activity of Kallistos. In other words, the
lack of indisputable philological, palaeographic, and codicological evidence has
made it so far impossible to identify any manuscript testifying Andronikos’ activ-
ity before the second half of 1453.

As previously noticed, Kallistos most probably studied in Constantinople, the
city he ‘felt’ he came from, even if Thessaloniki were his birthplace. While in the
capital, Andronikos certainly had the chance to buy the books he needed during
his education and to make copies of them.> No indisputable evidence links any
manuscripts marked by Kallistos’ handwriting to his study in Constantinople;
however, some books in his hand can be localised within the territories of the
erstwhile Byzantine Empire because of their palaeographic and codicological fea-
tures.

This is the case of Par. Suppl. gr. 541,” a small in-quarto paper manuscript of
miscellaneous content nearly entirely handwritten by Kallistos (see Plate 1). A
few leaves (136r-154v) are the work of an anonymous scribe (Fig. 1.2) — whose
writing resembles Thomas Bitzimanos’ — not convincingly identified in the past
with Georgios Gregoropulos.®

53 See Speranzi 2017, 143-162.

54 A discussion on the manuscripts purchased in the Byzantine East will follow in the chapter
dedicated to the development of Kallistos’ book collection; see infra, § 2.1 and 3.1.

55 For a description, see infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 43).

56 The identification with Gregoropulos has been first suggested in Harlfinger 1971, 411 and
then included in RGK II 78, on which Centanni 1984-1985, 217 and Cataldi Palau 1998, 505
build upon.
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Fig. 1.2: Par. Suppl. gr. 541, fol. 137r; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

There is, in addition, a third (anonymous) scribe at <fol. 201v>, who has been
overlooked and to whom we will return later.”” A homogeneous composite, the
Paris codex is particularly relevant to our study, as it still preserves its original
Byzantine binding. Two experts in this field, Dominique Grosdidier de Matons
and Francois Vinourd, recognized this binding to be of Cretan manufacture. The
decorations are typical of the products modelled on the island; they are compa-
rable, for instance, with well-known Cretan codices, like Par. gr. 828 and 1107,
linked to Michael Apostoles’ environment (see Table 1.1).%

57 I found the same hand collaborating with Kallistos in other manuscripts likely copied in
Crete; see infra, § 2.1.1.2.

58 I would like to thank Christian Forstel, curator of the manuscript department at the Biblio-
théque nationale de France, for allowing me to access a detailed description of the codex. A very
similar binding is found in Monac. gr. 449, of which the Cretan Michael Lygizos is partially the
scribe (fols 1r-13v, colophon applied in Gortyna in the year 1464/1465; see RGK 1 282). One
comes across a similar binding in codex Salmanticensis 17, investigated by Martinez Manzano
2014, 250-252 (see also Martinez Manzano 2010, 510-515, with plate VI). I take advantage of
this footnote for a brief observation. The Cretan origin of the bindings of these manuscripts is
not in dispute; this does not imply, though, that every single text contained in them originated
in Crete. It should always be borne in mind that many books may have been produced theoreti-
cally elsewhere before landing on the island, as the quires may have been kept untied for a long
time.
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Table 1.1: Samples of Cretan bindings.

Par. Suppl. gr. 541 Par. gr. 828 Par. gr. 1107

The analysis of the watermarks found in Par. Suppl. gr. 541 confirms its produc-
tion around the mid-fifteenth-century. There are three drawings: Enclume som-
mée d’une croix, similar to Briquet 5955/5956 (1425-1452, known in several similar
variations);* Monts dans un cercle, vaguely similar to Briquet 11882 (Venice,
1457-1459);%° and Fleur, identical to Briquet 6306 (1438-1455, variously local-
ized)®.

The watermark Fleur deserves particular attention. With regard to Greek
manuscripts, it has been been filed under no. 80 in Dieter and Johanna Harlfin-
ger’s catalogue, after being found in Marc. gr. Z. 606, a book completed by The-
odoros Agallianos in 1446.% On the one hand, this further confirms the ‘Byzan-
tine’ origin of Par. Supp. gr. 541 before 1453; on the other, it provides indications
concerning the place of production of the volume. From what we learn from the
bibliography,® Agallianos was active mainly in Constantinople, and nothing is
said about a stay in Crete. However, by cross-referencing some palaeographic
data, I propose a revision to currently-held views. One clue associating the activ-

59 See fols 3-137 and in particular fol. 21.

60 See fols 218-291 + the central bifolium 319/320.

61 See the first quire and fols 138-217, 292-353.

62 Harlfinger 1974-1980.

63 About his activity and manuscripts see RGK1126 =11 163 = III 208; PLP 94; Blanchet 2011
(with further bibliography).
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ity of this copyist with the isle of Crete is found in Par. gr. 1919, on which Agalli-
anos collaborated with the well-known Cretan scribe Georgios Tribizias.** An-
other clue is the fact that some books coming from Agallianos’ quill circulated on
the island. Vat. gr. 2156, subscribed in 1450, bears annotations in the hand of
Lauro Quirini,* whose presence in Crete dates from 1453 onwards. The activity of
Agallianos as scribe, therefore, is not likely to have taken place exclusively in
Constantinople, but also in Crete.

Moreover, regarding the analysis of the watermark Fleur (Briquet 6306 =
Harlfinger 80) found in Par. Suppl. gr. 541, one observes how often this motif oc-
curs in other codices or sections of codices which can in all likelihood be traced
back to mid-fifteenth-century Crete: Ambr. M 41 sup., partly copied by the Cretan
scribe Michael Lygizos;*” Haun. Fabr. 63,4° and Par. gr. 2008,° both in the hand
of Lygizos; the second codicological unit (= fols 57-142) of Ambr. C 47 sup., cop-
ied by the hand of the Cretan copyist Georgios Tribizias;* Par. gr. 2803, a manu-
script entirely in the hand of Tribizias;® Haun. NKS 6,4°, a codex copied by a Cre-
tan hand in the writing-style T@v ‘08ny@v.”

Data coming from studies of textual criticism support the hypothesis of a Cre-
tan origin of most of the texts contained in the codex Par. Suppl. gr. 541. The text
of Aristotle’s Mechanica (fols 155v—169r, watermark Fleur), for instance, is akin to
the one handed down in Marc. gr. IV 57,7 copied in Crete (Heraklion) by the pro-
topapas Iohannes Symeonakes” before 1446. As a result of my collation, which

64 For times and length of Tribizias’ stay on the island of Crete see now Speranzi 2016a, 143-
158 (with reference to further bibliography).

65 See RGKIII 208.

66 See Stefec 2012b, 149 n. 195.

67 See Harlfinger 1974-1980; for the identification of the scribe, see Harlfinger 1971, 414 and
RGK1282.

68 See respectively Schartau 1994, 396 and Young 1953, 23 (where the copyist was mistakenly
believed to be Emmanuel Atramyttenos; the correct identification with Lygizos is to be found in
RGK1282=11386)

69 See a description of this item in Stefec 2014, 151-152. The first unit of the codex is by the
monk Gregorios; the first identification is by Stefec 2010a, 71 (still mentioned as Anonymus KB
Harlfinger, later specified in Stefec 2014, 137). For the verification of the watermark, see
Dorandi 2009, 20.

70 See Liakou-Kropp 2002, 183-186.

71 See Schartau 1994, 284.

72 See van Leeuwen 2016, 31, 56, 68. According to Bottecchia 1982, 84, codex Parisinus (sig-
lum P*) happened to be even a direct copy of the codex Marcianus (siglum U™) (a description of
which is found in Mioni 1972, 246-247).

73 For his activity as scribe, see RGK 1 =184 11 = 244 111 306.
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has shed light on the original features of the text,” the verses of the so-called
pseudo-Phocylides (fols 54r-57v, watermark Enclume) can be traced back to a
source common to many books produced in Crete.” Accordingly, Rudolf S. Stefec
pointed out that for the Greek version of Boethius’ De consolatione (fols 200v—
315v, watermark Fleur) the manuscript Par. Suppl. gr. 541 is a Schwesterhand-
schrift to Vind. Phil. gr. 51, which was realized from a lost source at the time of
the arrival in Crete of refugees from Constantinople.” Finally, with regard to Io-
hannes Pediasimos’ commentary on Cleomedes (fols 33v-52r, watermark
Enclume), Paula Caballero Sanchez recently demonstrated the dependence of the
Paris manuscript of Kallistos on a source (now lost) that must have been on the
island of Crete between the second and third quarter of the century.” Among the
apographs of this source, she identified the manuscript Oxon. Barocci 111, in the
hand of the aforementioned Symeonakes and the Ambr. M 34 sup., copied by
Lygizos. The possibility, therefore, that Kallistos did spend some time in Crete at
a certain point of his career is worth considering. In this regard, in the following
chapters evidence will be presented that a number of manuscripts have to be
linked to Kallistos’ graphic and scholarly activity on the island.”

A decisive hint comes from a so far unknown draft letter, dating to the years
1472-1474, written by Michael Apostoles. The letter, which has recently been
published from Par. Mazarine 4461,” gives us confirmation of the steps of An-
dronikos’ career between East and West. Apostoles claims he could have already
met Kallistos for a discussion, if he had liked it, £v te Kpftn v 1€ Bwvwvig kai
‘Pwpn kai avtod ye év ®Awpevtig (‘in Crete, Bologna, Rome and also there in
Florence’),® thus mentioning the places where Andronikos resided between the
1450s and the 1470s.

74 That is, the text before correction. One of the issues with the critical edition by Derron (1986)
is that the editor did not distinguish the original text from later corrections. Though they are
likewise in the hand of Kallistos, they are in a different ink. In all likelihood they were applied
when Andronikos was already living in Italy, since they derive from a comparison with Vat. gr.
915, i.e. a manuscript that circulated at Bessarion’s house.

75 These manuscripts are: Par. gr. 2008, in the hand of Lygizos; Laur. Redi 15, copied by Em-
manuel Zacharides (more on this codex in Vendruscolo 1995, 357-362); Par. gr. 2866, partially in
the hand of Antonios Damilas; Oxon. Barocci 64 and Lond. Harley 5664, both work of Andreas
Donos. These manuscripts have been first grouped together in Derron 1986, XCVIIL.

76 See Stefec 2012a, 44-45.

77 See Caballero Sanchez 2018, 122-125, 138-139.

78 Seeinfra, §2.1.

79 See Villa 2021.

80 Villa 2021, 448, lines 15-16.
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Finally, a piece of literary evidence seems to corroborate this picture. It con-
sists of Andronikos’ own words in his Monody on wretched Constantinople.® In a
remarkable passage, full of pathos, Kallistos appeals to the still-free Pelopon-
nese®? and the other great cities that had been spectators of Byzantium’s dramatic
fall, addressing them thus:

0 ‘Pwpn Bela, i mote Spdoelg, Tig Buyatpdg yevopévng 8ovAng; [...] Q MeAondvvnoog
SuoTtuyng, viv ovv 1ol duatv avTadédpolg Tob kAewvod Bacthéwg BpnvnoeTe, Kai TeppeTe
KOTETOVG, Aipx HGAAOV, GAN 00 SEKPUOV &K TV OPUATWY EKTEUTOVTES [...] 0 Betotdrn kai
peyiotn noAg T@v ‘Evet@v, Ti Spaoete, viv TG G8eA@fig DP@V Kal piAng @Oapeiong;®

0 holy Rome, what will you do now that your daughter is a slave? [...] O wretched Pelopon-
nese, now together with the two brothers of the illustrious emperor you will burst into weep-
ing and wailing in grief, blood, rather than tears, gushing from your eyes [...] O holiest and
mighty city of the Venetians, what will you do now that your sister and friend has been
destroyed?

In this desperate invocation to Rome, the Peloponnese and Venice there is an ev-
ident insistence on the second person plural. In the following paragraph, how-
ever, there is a sudden switch to the first-person plural:

0 pilot Kpijteg, Tt néOwpev viv Tiig mukpd dppaviag éneloeAboviong Auiv; Thpopey Amov
T4 0TAON Kai Eavodpev TG apelds [...] kal TOV évta xpovov Sid&opey WG Tveg AUBVETS,
£\kovTeg Bilov O8uvnpodv kal BavaTtov pndev Slapépovra.®

O Cretan friends, what shall we endure now that we are doomed to this bitter condition of
orphans? We shall beat our chest and we shall scratch our cheeks [...] we shall spend all our
time as if half dead, dragging on a painful life that is no different from death.

These words seem to suggest that Kallistos learnt of Byzantium’s fall while living
on the island together with his ‘Cretan friends’, by which might be meant the
learned men and scribes with whom he collaborated.

In this sense, perhaps, the allusion to Daedalus in the following lines ac-
quires a new meaning too.

81 The most important witness to this work is Par. gr. 1774, partially copied by the scribe Kon-
stantios, whose activity might be localised in Crete; see more infra, Appendix 2 (where the text
of the Monody is republished and provided with an English translation).

82 The fall of Mystras (1460) is definitely a terminus ante quem for the composition of the Mon-
ody.

83 Lines 480,13-24 ed. Orlandi (see infra, Appendix 2).

84 Lines 480,27-30 ed. Orlandi (see infra, Appendix 2).
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Debd Tig Aaibalog ViV pe mrepwoag mpodg v IIOAW dmdel kal otpépel AV Taxéwg;
BovAopaw yap i8€tv, GAN oV pogpeiva, TO pev tva epyud@ ToTG Ttatdikoig Kai KEWEVOLG, TO
& tval pr ALV 6p@ xpdvov & pnd’ Enaiewv ioxHw.®

Alas, which Daedalus could give me wings to go now to the City and bring me back? For I
want to see, but not linger, on the one hand embracing what I loved there, on the other not
looking too long at what I cannot even stand to hear.

Flying from the Minotaur’s labyrinth in Crete with his wings of wax, Daedalus is
asked to bring Andronikos back to Constantinople for a last glance and a farewell
to the city devastated by the Turks.

Giuseppe Cammelli’s old suggestion® (later considered by Agostino Per-
tusi),¥ that Kallistos must have learned about Constantinople’s fall while still in
the East, was up until now unsupported by any concrete evidence. Thanks to
these findings, it can now be confirmed as an historical-biographical fact.

1.3 Seeking fortune in Bologna, Padua, and Ferrara (1453-
1462)

1.3.1 Copying manuscripts at Bessarion’s residence (1453-1455)

Around the end of 1453, as seen, Kallistos had been living for some time with Bes-
sarion. While in Bologna, Andronikos practised the activity of copying manu-
scripts for a fee more intensively than he would do during the rest of his career in
Italy.?® Almost all the manuscripts bearing Kallistos’ handwriting and owned by
the Cardinal can be shown to pertain to this (first) stay in Bologna (1453—1455).
The evidence from the material analysis of the manuscripts provides detailed in-
dications of Andronikos’ scribal activity during these years.® It is not hard to im-
agine that Kallistos had intended to remain as close as possible to the Cardinal,

85 Lines 482,22-25 ed. Orlandi (see infra, Appendix 2).

86 Cammelli 1942, 114.

87 Pertusi 1976, 11, 354: [...] la monodia lascia chiaramente intendere che egli (scil. Andronico)
si trovava non lontano dalla citta [...]’. On the contrary, Botley 2019, 182 seems still convinced
that Andronikos was in Constantinople at the time of the fall: ‘He was in the city when it fell to
the Ottomans in 1453’.

88 Kallistos was to copy again manuscripts for Cardinal Bessarion in the late 1460s while in
Rome; see more infra, § 2.3.1.

89 Seeinfra, § 2.1.3.
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thus hoping to secure a more solid settlement through his intercession. Neverthe-
less, an unforeseen event was to force Bessarion to leave Bologna suddenly: the
delegation ended between 23 and 24 March 1455, when the Cardinal left for Rome
after Pope Nicholaus V’s sudden death.

1.3.2 Andronikos Kallistos, Andronikos Kallipolites, and Andronikos
Kontoblakas

Contrary to general belief, Andronikos Kallistos was not in Pavia in the spring of
1456. This information had been gathered from some Greek letters® sent by
Filelfo to a certain Andronikos Kallipolites.” The identification of Andronikos
KaAAumoAitng with Andronikos KaAAotog, mainly found in outdated publica-
tions®? (but also in recent ones),” turned out to be unfounded. The tendency to
merge the two figures has been prompted by several peculiar coincidences: 1. this
Andronikos Kallipolites appears to have a good — and not merely epistolary —
relationship with Francesco Filelfo, just like Kallistos; 2. in a letter to Kallipolites,
Filelfo introduces one of his young students eager to learn Greek, Bonaccorso of
Pisa,’ the same person who was to complete the purchase of Kallistos’ library in
1475 in Milan together with Giovanni Francesco Della Torre;” 3. Filelfo asks (in
vain) Kallipolites to allow him to consult (and possibly have a copy of) a manu-
script with the difficult grammatical text by Apollonius Dyscolus®® — a request

90 The text of these two letters (with a French translation) is edited in Legrand 1892, 80-82
(epist. 41), 83-84 (epist. 43), 85—86 (epist. 44). See now De Keyser 2015a, 657-658, 659-660,
665-666. For checking some readings, one can also consult the manuscript Trivultianus 873
(fols 164r-165r).

91 PLP 10429.

92 See Calderini 1913, 256-257 and Diller 1967, 407 n. 4.

93 See Botley 2002, 202; Botley 2006, 414 n. 66; Martinelli Tempesta 2009, 9; Monfasani
2018, 414; Botley 2019, 184 n. 25; Monfasani 2019, 20-21. In the newly published critical
edition of Filelfo’s Greek-Latin epistolary by Jeroen De Keyser the question of identity of these
figures is not outlined, thus completely equating Andronikos KoAAutoAitng = Andronikos
BuldvTiog = Andronikos K&AALoTog; see for this the entry in the general index (De Keyser 2015a,
2169). Ishall take advantage of this footnote to mention that in the past the figure of Andronikos
Galesiotes (PLP 3526) was also unduly superimposed on that of Kallistos in the bibliography;
Scaduto 1982, 344, 460, 466 is in this respect misleading.

94 Legrand 1892, 80-82 (epist. 41). See De Keyser 2015a, 657-658. A biographical account
on Bonaccorso is given in Ballistreri 1969.

95 See infra, § 3.2.

96 Legrand 1892, 83-84 (epist. 43). See now De Keyser 2015a, 659-660.
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which was to be repeated some years later (in 1461) to Andronikos Kallistos him-
self, through a letter to Palla Strozzi.””

More than a hundred years ago, Theodor Klette convincingly demonstrated
the impossibility of identifying Andronikos KoaAAutoAitng with Andronikos
KdaAAoTog.*® The German scholar’s argument mainly relied on the cross analysis
of two pieces of evidence: a Latin letter® dating 6 August 1466, sent by Filelfo to
the protonotarius Catone (or Catanio) Spinola living in Genoa; a Greek letter'®
sent by Filelfo again to Andronikos Kallistos, dating 28 August 1466. In the first
letter, Filelfo informs Catone that he has finally found the Greek teacher he was
looking for: a vir graecus genere et callipolites, sed non graece solum in omni doc-
trinae genere praestantissimus, verum latinis etiam musis deditissimus charissi-
musque, named Andronikos, who will be soon moving to Spain seeking for for-
tune. According to the letter, however, the Greek teacher would prefer to settle,
upon adequate payment, in Genoa at Catone’s, rather than moving to Salamanca.
In the second letter — to which we will return later — Filelfo congratulates An-
dronikos Bu{avTiog (= undoubtedly Kallistos) for having managed to leave Bolo-
gna and having settled in Rome at Bessarion’s house. In addition to this incon-
gruence, which in itself makes it impossible to identify the two Av8povikol, one
should consider also the toponym KoaAAutoAitng, indicating a provenance from
Gallipoli (the modern-day Turkish city of Gelibolu, formerly KaAAinoAw).*! In
Filelfo’s Greek-Latin epistolary, this indication accompanies both the addressee
of all three Greek letters written in 1456 and, ten years later, the same figure men-
tioned in the Latin letter from 1466 to Catone Spinola. In contrast to this, the de-
nomination Bulavtiog/Byzantius is always attached to Kallistos. It has never
been noticed that, instead of Kallistos, the profile of Andronikos Kallipolites
would better fit to another namesake obscure émigré, that is, Andronikos Konto-
blakas.'®?

97 Seeinfra, §1.3.5.

98 Klette 1890, 93-97.

99 See De Keyser 2015a, 1190-1191.

100 See Legrand 1892, 123-125 (epist. 72) = De Keyser 2015a, 1191-1192.

101 Ihave examined the possibility that the denomination KaAAuroAitng could mean ‘native of
the KaAAiroAw par excellence’, thus indicating a Byzantine from Constantinople. I encountered
the employment of the epithet kaAAimoAwg in reference to the city of Byzantium by classical au-
thors; see the case of Themistius (Or. 3, 63,2 Downey; Or. 6, 123,6 Downey; Or. 34, 219,17
Downey — Norman). However, it seems not convincing that Filelfo might have sporadically re-
ferred to Andronikos Kallistos with this epithet (instead of the usual Bu{&vtiog/Byzantius).

102 PLP 13053.
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Some short works of this Byzantine scholar remain, even though his hand-
writing has not yet been identified: 1. a speech, composed in Latin and praising
the study of Greek literature,'* which is likely to have been composed at the time
of his stay in Italy; 2. an elementary grammatical course for beginners;'* 3. an
invective against the citizens of Brescia.'® All three suggest that he was active as
lecturer for the Greek language and literature. Kontoblakas is known to have
spent most of his time in the north of the peninsula (i.e. Lombardy and Veneto,
where the activity of Andronikos Kallipolites is recorded too), apparently be-
tween the 1450s and the 1460s, and to have been in contact with some Italian
scholars, to whom he surprisingly seemed to have had a very bad relationship. A
witness to this is, for example, the invective written by him against the citizens
of Brescia, who had imprisoned him for six months. It might not be a coincidence
that in this polemical speech Kontoblakas chooses Francesco Filelfo as a fictive
interlocutor and well-respected judge in the dispute. Filelfo is the same learned
man the mysterious Andronikos Kallipolites was shown to have good and stable
contact with. The unfriendly attitude shown by Kontoblakas was subject to criti-
cism by some Italian scholars at the time, including Pietro Bravi, a learned man
from Verona, who in turn wrote an invective against him.!*

103 This speech, transmitted with the title of Andronici Contoblacae natione greci oratio in
laudem litterarum graecarum (see Vat. Reg. lat. 1557, fols 34r-36v) has been edited and com-
mented in Schmitt 1971, 275-277. With regard to a supposed teaching activity of Kontoblakas in
Bologna, Schmitt 1971, 266 apparently committed a mistake by merging the profiles of Konto-
blakas and Kallistos.

104 See Rollo 2012, 103 n. 1. The text of Kontoblakas’ Eicaywyn is handed down in two manu-
scripts, Vat. gr. 1822, fols 146r-194r (see a catalogue entry in Canart 1970, 221-222), and
Genoa, Durazzo-Pallavicini 234 (B VI 23), fols 1r-44v (see Puncuh 1979, 303-304). In both
cases the grammar seems to be copied by hands of Western students; with regard to the scribe
of this codicological unit of Vat. gr. 1822, a certain Ad{apog (RGK 1II 378), Canart 1970, 222
spoke of ‘alumnus quidam occidentalis [...] manu imperita’. The watermarks which have been
detected in both manuscripts might indicate a provenance form North-Italy; see e.g. the drawing
Téte humaine similar to Briquet 15618 [Verona, 1462] found in Vat. gr. 1822, or the drawing
Oiseau similar to Briquet 12129 [Vicenza, 1473-1478] witnessed in the Genoa codex.

105 As reported by Kristeller II 44, the text is handed down in the manuscript of Parma, Bibli-
oteca Palatina, 28 (fols 37v—-40v). See Monfasani 1990.

106 See Kristeller II 23. The text of the Invectiva Petri Bravi Veronensis in quendam greculum
Andronicum latini nominis impugnatorem has been edited from the manuscript Padua, Museo
Civico, B.P. 1223, fols 20v-21v in Hankins 2003, 417-419. Hankins thought of Andronikos
Kallistos as at the addressee of this invective, but, as was rightly observed, it is certainly Konto-
blakas, considering the reference to an imprisonment; see Monfasani 2011, 182 n. 3 and Lamers
2015, 88 n. 96. On Pietro Bravi see Kristeller I 83, Il 11, 23, 470, 495; for a sample of his Greek
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Kontoblakas knew Bessarion and worked for him for some time (as an assis-
tant or as a scribe, one might guess), but at some point their relationship fell
apart. At the foot of a letter sent from Rome (on 13 February 1472) to the Parisian
humanist and librarian Guillaume Fichet, the Cardinal accuses Kontoblakas of
ingratitude:

Andronicus ille Contoblas, monstrum naturae, ut omnium ignarissimus contemnendus est.
Nihili homo est, et non minus indoctus quam ingratus, quandoquidem parum id quod scit
domi nostrae didicit et nostro pane nutritus. Valeat cum ingratitudine sua!'%’

One has to condemn this Andronikos Kontoblakas, a monster of nature, as the most igno-
rant of all men. He is a good-for-nothing and is no less illiterate than he is ungrateful, for
indeed what little he know he owes to our house, and with our bread he has been fed. May
he be gone with his ingratitude!

Forced to leave Bessarion’s house and seek his fortune elsewhere, Kontoblakas
moved to the North. He might be identified with the ‘altro Andronico greco’ men-
tioned in a letter to Niccold Michelozzi by Giuliano de’ Medici, a piece of evidence
which has never been taken into account.'®® The text of this epistle, written in
vernacular Italian and dating 9 August 1473, reports a request by a certain An-
dronikos to hold Greek classes either in Florence or, if not possible there, in Pisa.
It might not be a coincidence, then, that he indicated the city of Pisa, since a
school of humanities (giving shelter to other émigrés like Demetrios Kastrenos)
had recently been founded there by Bonaccorso, the same person who had
learned Greek in the 1450s from Andronikos Kallipolites on the recommendation
of Filelfo.!*

handwriting see RGK I 345 (Bravi copied in Padua fols 146v-151v of the manuscript Lond. Har-
ley 6290). The same polemical mood emerges in an unpublished exchange of letters between a
certain Andronikos (maybe Kontoblakas) and an unknown Gregorios. This correspondence had
already caught the attention of Herbert Hunger a few decades ago; see Hunger 1978, 21-22. To
my knowledge, the text of these letters, which I plan to publish in the near future, is handed
down in five manuscripts: Monac. gr. 265, Vat. gr. 1393, Par. Suppl. gr. 196, Ambr. D 118 inf.
and Vall. Carte Allacci 116.

107 The text of the epistle has been edited in Legrand 1892, 235-238 and then in Mohler 1942,
561-563 (no. 77).

108 See Florence, Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale, Fondo Ginori Conti, 29.34, carta 2r. The ex-
pression ‘un altro Andronico greco’ is not surprising, for at that time a more ‘famous’ Andronikos
(namely, Kallistos) had already been teaching Greek in Florence at the Studium for three years
(see infra, § 1.6).

109 Might Kallipolites be the ‘Andronicus grecus’ acknowledged as author of some Latin dis-
tichs to Federico da Montefeltro written on the latter’s wife’s death, Battista Sforza, in 1472. I
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Setting this hypothesis aside, which remains in need of further confirmation,
Kontoblakas was to leave Italy and spend the rest of his life abroad teaching
Greek. The last piece of information we know about him is a letter he sent in 1477
from Basel to his pupil Johann Reuchlin, who was leaving Basel for Paris, in order
to encourage him to continue studying Greek."°

1.3.3 Teaching Greek in Ferrara (?), Padua, and Bologna (1455-1459)

It is not known whether on the day of Bessarion’s departure from Bologna An-
dronikos had already been teaching Greek privately in the city for some time. The
official position as public lecturer for Greek language at the university was held
by Lianoro Lianori™ for the academic years 1455/1456, 1456/1457, and 1457/1458;
in addition, the employment of Kallistos in Bologna dates at the earliest to the
academic year 1458/1459.12

It is uncertain where Kallistos resided between 1455 and 1458. A brief stay in
Ferrara could be assumed for the year 1456, as will be seen in more detail below.'
Then, it has long been held that Andronikos was present in Rome around 1457,
as he was believed to have collaborated with the hieromonk Kosmas and Manuel
Atrapes in copying the Laur. 60.16, a composite manuscript made of units com-
pleted in Rome and dating to 1457. This evidence suggested that Kallistos had left
Bologna shortly after the conclusion of Bessarion’s legation and resided in Rome
between 1456-1457 together with him and other émigrés from his entourage.

transcribe here this short composition from Vat. Urb. lat. 1193, fols 120v—-121r: Tanti fama ducis
totum celebrata per orbem / compulit ut caelo collocet ipse suo / Iuppiter atque tuum pateat iam
nomen Olympo, / agmine quod fortes Marte viros superas. / Sic ego dum radiis nomen fulgeret ab
alto, / protinus exarsi, quo tua sacra colam / numina grata diis musisque dicata serenis, o Federice,
salus et decus Italiae. Cinquini 1908, 250251 attributed these verses to Kallistos, though we lack
any evidence for Kallistos being in contact with Federico da Montefeltro or spending time in Ur-
bino, unlike other Greeks (like Demetrios Kastrenos) did.

110 See Legrand 1892, 238. A record of Kontoblakas’ teaching activity in Basel was to be in-
cluded some years later in the epistolary of Reuchlin himself. In a letter sent by Reuchlin to his
brother Dionys on 7 March 1506, he tells that he first learned Greek in classes given by
Kontoblakas while living in Basel (i.e. 1474-1477); see on this Schmitt 1971, 267-269.

111 For Lianoro and his Greek manuscripts refer to Martinez Manzano 2015a, in part. 156-171.
I recently found Lianoro’s writing in <Matr. 10099> (Juvenal), wherein he added some graeca
(see e.g. fols 40v and 47r).

112 See Dallari 1888, 43.

113 Seeinfra, § 1.3.4.

114 See, for instance: Eleuteri 1981, 153; Pietrobelli 2009, 91; Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 131.
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David Speranzi definitively proved that this reconstruction was wrong by
means of a complete codicological investigation of Laur. 60.16. On the contrary,
he demonstrated that between 1456 and 1458 Kallistos was mostly somewhere
else, far from Rome and from Bessarion’s household. First of all, the independent
nature of the various units which make up the codex Laurentianus — assembled
around 1457 by its owner, that is, Gaspare Zacchi, Bessarion’s secretary during
the Bolognese legation — became clear.'® Then, Speranzi noticed that the quire
written by Andronikos (containing the Encomium in Gordium martyrem by Basil
of Caesarea), folded as a letter before being bound within the codex, had been
sent by Kallistos to Rome via courier, addressed to Zacchi himself."® Finally,
Speranzi suggested that in those years Andronikos was staying in Padua, at
Strozzi’s residence. This last piece of information is based on the recent discovery
of Kallistos’ addition of the graeca in Ptolemy Par. lat. 17542, manufactured in
Padua at Nofri Strozzi’s house, son of Palla, in the spring of 1457."” Therefore, it
is not unlikely that Kallistos had been residing for a certain period in Veneto
(hosted by the Florentine nobleman), perhaps even since mid-1455, a terminus
post quem likely being the month of March, as Bessarion suddenly left Bologna
for Rome.

115 Speranzi 2016a, 54—70 (with the identification of Zacchi’s Greek handwriting).

116 Speranzi 2016a, 62-63. On the verso of the last leaf (fol. 97v) of this senio (fols 92-97),
Speranzi noted the presence of a now erased note Rome. Apostolico reverendo protonotario do-
mino G(aspari) Volaterrano. With reference to the relationship between Andronikos and Gaspare
Zacchi I cursorily note the following. In the front-leaf of the codex Lond. Royal 16 C XXIII (for a
description of this manuscript, see British Library 1999, 238-239; the copyist has been identi-
fied with Demetrios Skaranos in Rollo 2014a, 140-141), I came across a Latin epigram in elegiac
distich: Gaspara qui credit Graios celasse libellos | erratque et recta fallitur ille via, | Andronicoque
loguor docto semperque morato | at male de nobis credidit ille diu. These lines seem to suggest
that a certain Gaspare was unfairly accused by a certain Andronikos to have stolen — or better,
‘hidden from sight’ (celasse) — some Greek books. The verb celare might indicate here Gaspare’s
lack of willingness to let Andronikos access his Greek manuscripts. Whereas there is no decisive
evidence to identify the two characters with Zacchi and Kallistos, one important clue must be
taken into account. As pointed out by de Lannoy 1977, VI, XIX, with regard to the text of Philo-
stratus’ Heroicus, the London manuscript provided with the mention of Gaspare and Andronikos
turned out to be the antigraph of Comensis 1.3.19, i.e. a manuscript copied by Andronikos Kal-
listos (in collaboration with Michael Lygizos; for a description and further bibliography see
Stefec 2014, 154-155 and infra 6.1 [catalogue entry no. 3]). If this is not coincidental and we
are talking about the same people, the London Philostratus could be identified with the manu-
script registered at no. 145 (Idem [scil. Philostratus] de Eroicis viris de immaginibus et de vitis
sophistarum) in the inventory of Gaspare Zacchi’s library; see Di Benedetto 1978, 187.

117 Speranzi 2016a, 213-214.
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As anticipated, the rotuli on the lecturers at the Studium Bononiense record
for the year 1458/1459 the teaching activity of a certain ‘Andromachus Constan-
tinopolitanus’, whom Perosa first identified with Kallistos.""® This experience,
though, must not have been highly gratifying for him. Palla Strozzi is the ad-
dressee of a famous letter, currently kept among the manuscripts of the
Collezione Piancastelli in the Biblioteca Comunale di Forli (see Plate 9)," which
confirms Kallistos’ presence in Bologna in 1459. The letter dates from 28 April;
there is no explicit indication of the year, but the information is easily deduced
from the reference to the arrival in Bologna of Pope Pius II, travelling together
with Cardinal Bessarion towards the Council of Mantua. From these lines Kallis-
tos’ desire to meet the Cardinal and then immediately return to Padua at Strozzi’s
residence clearly emerges. It is likely that Andronikos did as he intended and
moved to reside permanently in Padua at the end of the spring of 1459. For after
this date the Bolognese rotuli lack further information and no epistolary or docu-
mentary evidence suggests that Kallistos stayed longer in Emilia.

1.3.4 Gathering evidence for Kallistos’ activity in Ferrara (1456? and 1459-
1460)

In the pioneering book dedicated to the distinguished Byzantine scholars who
came to the West to teach Greek, Humphred Hody (1656-1707) was the first to
quote, with regard to Kallistos’ activity in Italy, a short excerpt from a letter of
recommendation sent by the English humanist John Free (c. 1430-1465) to the
Italian scholar Ludovico Carbone (1430-1485).1%° From this extract, whose source
Hody did not indicate, it seems we can glean information about a short stay of
Kallistos in Ferrara. In more recent times Walter F. Schirmer published the full
text of Free’s letter to Carbone, which has been handed down, along with other
epistles, in form of autograph draft, in a manuscript now kept in Oxford (Bodleian

118 See Dallari 1888, 51 already quoted in Perosa 1953, 8 (the name appears misspelled also
in the rotuli from the years 1462-1466). It is the first instance of a foreign scholar teaching Greek
in the Bolognese University.

119 Bibl. Comunale di Forli, Raccolte Piancastelli, Sezione Autografi Secc. XII-XVIII, ad vocem
Andronico Bisanzio. The letter is an autograph by Kallistos, as I have already proved; see for this
Orlandi 2014a, 166—167. Published for the first time, with some slight errors, in Perosa 1953,
10, the text has been republished and provided with an English translation infra, Appendix 4.
120 See Hody 1742, 228-229. The work by Hody remained for some years as a handwritten
memoir and was published after his death by the physicist and scholar Samuel Jebb (c. 1694—
1772).
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Library, Bodl. 587)." While commenting it, Schirmer, unlike Hody, did not asso-
ciate its content with the activity of Kallistos, referring instead to ‘a Greek named
Andronicus, who has been recommended’.’? This has contributed to the dissoci-
ation in the literature of this account from the figure of Kallistos. It is worth, at
this point, to report first the whole text:’?

Io(annes) Fre® An(glicus) s(alutem) p(lurimam) d(icit) clarissimo viro domino Lodovico de
Carbo(ni)bus

Quod raro ad te litteras dem, suavissime Lodovice, non est quod apud nos in oblivionem
veneris. Nihil enim tale in me cadere potest, et maxime erga te, quem a tempore initae inter
nos amicitiae unice'” semper et amavi et colui; et quamquam'? innumeri fere sunt qui te et
divinas virtutes tuas amplectuntur, me tamen habes 0¢ Toig Gnacv TOV MPWTEIWV'Y
Ap@opnT®, padAov'? 8¢ obk GuEeBnT®d, cuyxwpolot yap &ravteg.' Itaque causam puta
esse cur scribendi officio non satisfaciam vix punctum temporis ad id mihi dari, et si quando
datur, non adsunt quibus meas epistulas praestam [sic]. Verum hoc tempore, quando ad
vos proficiscitur doctissimus vir et mihi necessitudine maxima coniunctus Andronicus gre-
cus, nullus prorsus ex(cusationi) lo(cus) relinquitur;™° intendit autem istic Tfig oepvotang
@1(Aooo)piag™ insignia sumere. Est sane in greca literatura adeo excellens ut, mea quidem
sententia, nemini hac nostra aetate concedat, ne tuo quidem, ut bona venia'*> dicam, Theo-
doro.

Est preterea modesto ingenio suavique et suae gentis vitio maxime alieno. Hunc igitur <tibi>
commendo quem velim amplectatis wg TOv @ilov @iktatov'® et eo magis 61t épol

121 See Schirmer 1963, 124 n. 122. Letters by Free in the Bodleian manuscript are handed
down at fols 157r-166v.

122 Schirmer 1963, 124 (‘empfohlen wird ein Grieche namens Andronicus’).

123 Oxon. Bodl. 587, fol. 159r. I have corrected some readings throughout the text and given
account of the explanations of non-ordinary abbreviations. Schirmer is credited with the expla-
nation of a number of unusual abbreviations: An(glicus); ex(cusationi) lo(cus), @i(Aogo)@iag,
po(testa)tis. Some clues (such as the incorrect calculation of spaces) show that the Greek given
by the quotations was added at a later time.

124 This is the way the form of the name appears in full in the other letters (see fols 159v, 161r,
164r).

125 supra lin. scriptum.

126 post quamquam del. quam mul(ti).

127 mpwThwv cod.

128 paMov cod.

129 Synesius, Epist. 17,7-8.

130 ex corr.

131 Synesius, Epist. 1,2.

132 veniam cod., corr. Schirmer.

133 Synesius, Epist. 16,16 (wg @iAwv @iATaToV).
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kataBUpog €0t [sic], ut, si qua in re opera tua uti velit,"* experiatur litteras nostras alicuius
apud te po(testa)tis esse; te vero predicatore virtutum suarum multos illi conciliabis ami-
cos. Itaque 8i8ov T ol aidoiav x&pwv kai TOT GOTAV Kol oTi Eelvw<v>.1%® Mitto ad te aliquid
nugarum mearum quas sub montibus Euganeis proxime lusimus. Eas ubi bis ter legeris,
verum si ita meruerint, committe marito.'”” Tu fac sine tuis ad nos literis Andronicus non
redeat, et si quid praeter eas aliquid abs te editum commiseris, erit mihi quam gratissimum;
quod si sepius feceris, levius aliquanto feram 10 dmooBepeioba<i> [sic] Tfig BeloTdTng 0OD
Yuxfic.”

John Free, Englishman, conveys his best regards to the illustrious Sir Ludovico Carbone

That I only rarely send you letters, dearest Ludovico, is not due to the fact that I have for-
gotten you. Indeed it is not possible for such a thing tp happen to me and even more so
regarding you, whom from the beginning of our friendship I have always uniquely loved
and respected. And although almost infinite is the number of those who appreciate you and
your divine virtues, you nevertheless have me ‘disputing the primacy to all, indeed I do not
dispute it at all, for everyone accords it’. Believe therefore that the reason why I do not fulfil
the duty of writing to you is that I am not allowed even a moment of time to do so, and if I
am sometimes allowed, there is no one to whom I can entrust my letters. And yet, at this
moment, when the Greek Andronicus, a very learned man bound to me by a very great
friendship, is leaving and heading towards you, there is no longer any place left for excuses.
He intends to pursue there the honours of venerable philosophy. He is really excellent in
the knowledge of Greek literature to the extent that, in my opinion, at the present day he is
not inferior to anyone, not even to your Theodore (scil. Gazes), and this I say in good will.

He is also mild-mannered and kindhearted, and most certainly a stranger to the vice of his
people. I therefore recommend him to you; I would like you to welcome him ‘as your dearest
friend’ and all the more so because I am very fond of him, so that, should he wish to have
recourse to your help in any matter, he may come to know that our letters are of some im-
portance to you; and you, by endorsing his virtues, will guarantee him many friends. So
‘grant him kind respect as much among citizens as among foreigners’. I send you something
of my poetic jokes that I have recently composed at the foot of the Euganean Hills. Once you
have read them two or three times, as long as they have earned it, give them back to the
‘husband’. Please arrange that Andronicus does not return to us without your letters, and
if in addition to these you will have sent something else composed by you, that will be most

134 supra lin. scriptum.

135 excorr.

136 Pind., Olymp. 7,90 [6i8ot Pind.].

137 There is no uncertainty in the reading of the word marito in the manuscript; however, the
meaning of the expression committe marito remains unclear.

138 Synesius, Epist. 10,11-14.
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pleasing to me; if you will do this more often, it will be much easier for me to bear ‘being
deprived of your soul’s divinity’.

From these lines we get some information: 1. Andronikos is leaving from the place
where Free is in order to reach the place where Carbone lives; 2. the words of
praise expressed by Free suggest a close acquaintance with the Byzantine master
and his skills as a talented scholar, as if the two had known each other for a long
time; 3. along with the recommendation Free gives some assurances about the
moral integrity of Andronikos, defined ‘a stranger to the vice of his people’ (i.e.
paedophilia);" 4. the reason for Andronikos’ stay in the place where Carbone re-
sides seems to be the achievement of academic appointment in that city (insignia
sumere), perhaps as a result of some teaching activity;“° 5. Andronikos’ stay is
intended to be of short length: upon his return, he will be able to bring with him
letters with news of Carbone.

Despite the lack of explicit geographical and chronological data, information
about the stages of Free’s Italian stay — along with what is known about the activ-
ity of Carbone — makes it possible to present some hypotheses. We must not forget
that everything must match with the movements of Andronikos in the 1450s. A
hint that Andronikos might have already spent some time in Ferrara after his first
sojourn in Bologna at Bessarion’s residence comes from a manuscript that has
never been associated with him. Some marginalia to the text of Pollux’ Onomas-
ticon in Laur. 58.1'! — partly copied by the so-called ‘scribe G’ (traditionally identi-
fied with Gian Pietro da Lucca, t1457)*> — are the work of <Kallistos> himself. His
interventions consist of slight corrections and additions to fols 98r-100v. The

139 The mention of the moral integrity of this Andronikos does not seem incidental and sup-
ports, I believe, the identification of this Andronikos with Kallistos. This might actually evoke
the charge of paedophilia raised some time before by Pietro Bravi da Verona against another
Byzantine named Andronikos, namely Kontoblakas (see supra, § 1.3.2). In his invective Bravi had
in fact accused the graeculus Av8povikog of not even being worthy to bear his own name, and
had maliciously distorted it in ITatddvikog. For the prejudices of the Westerners against the Byz-
antines active in Italian Humanism, see also the remarks by Lamers 2015, 86—91. On the paedo-
philia in Byzantium see Koukoules 1955, 505-512.

140 For the expression ‘insignia (doctoratus) sumere’, refer e.g. to the archival documents pub-
lished in the series of Acta graduum Academicorum Gymnasii Patavini (Padua, 1922-2008).

141 Bibliography on the codex is summed up infra 6.2 (catalogue entry no. 69).

142 Fols 1r-12v and some marginalia are his work; the identification is by Speranzi 2005, 475.
See also Martinelli Tempesta 2015b and Martinelli Tempesta and Speranzi 2018, 206. Fols 13r—
16v, 68r-113v are work of another scribe (= ‘B’). Fols 28r-67v are in another anonymous hand
(= ‘C’) acting also in codex Perus. F 54 (see Hoffmann 1983, 114 plate 8). Finally, fols 17r-27v
(along with a small piece of fol. 28rv) are a later restoration by Francesco Zanetti.
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marginal note kai AnpooBévoug ‘ta BaBpa omoyydewv kai TO pélav TpiBewv kai TO
nadaywyeiov’ placed at fol. 98r (Fig. 1.3) signals, for instance, a locus parallelus
in Demosthenes (De corona 258).

Fig. 1.3: Laur. 58.1, fol. 98r; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

Gian Pietro da Lucca was a pupil of Vittorino da Feltre in Mantua and Guarino in
Ferrara in the mid-1440s and consistently resided in Venice in the years 1451-
1456. It is likely that he was the owner of Laur. 58.1, as his annotations are
found throughout the manuscript.

We ask when and where Kallistos had the possibility to consult it. We know,
for instance, that certain books written in the hand of Gian Pietro da Lucca had
for a time been present in several cities: Mantua, Ferrara, Verona, and Lucca.'*
We have no trace of Andronikos’ activity in Mantua, Verona or Lucca. On the con-
trary, an attempt to date Kallistos’ annotations in the Laurentianus to a period
spent in Ferrara around the years 1455-1456, where he may have first met Free,
remains possible. In addition, the graphic features of these annotations resemble
very closely those of the earliest autographs of Kallistos’ activity in Italy as a
scribe.'

As is known, Free spent the years 1456-1458 in Ferrara to study classics, to-
gether with other English students, at the school of Guarino.'® Free’s move to
Padua probably dates from the end of 1458; he was to stay there at least until
March 1461. It seems that he later moved from Padua to Florence and hence to
Rome, where his death may have occurred around the year 1465."” A companion

143 For a detailed biographical account, see Pignatti 2001.

144 For the fate of this batch, refer to Speranzi 2005. Martinelli Tempesta 2015b recently shed
light on the possibility that some books coming from the collection of Gian Pietro were in Ferrara
in the late 1450s or in the early 1460s.

145 See on this infra, § 2.4.1 and 2.4.2 (with specimina).

146 For references to the presence of English scholars in these years see Weiss 1967, 84-127;
Schirmer 1963, 91-145; Rundle 2019, 174-227; some remarks are in Wilson 2017, 50.

147 The last detailed biographical account on Free remains Weiss 1967, 106—112; fundamental
is also Schirmer 1963, 114-126.
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of Free in Ferrara, Ludovico Carbone trained there as a scholar and had already
been studying Greek language and literature before Free’s arrival at the school of
Theodoros Gazes (before the latter moved to Rome).!*® After obtaining his doctor-
ate in 1456, Carbone became a professor in Ferrara and he was to remain there
continuously for about ten years until 1464-1465, when he was called to teach
rhetoric in Bologna.*

The whole set of John Free’s epistolae familiares preserved in the manuscript
Bodl. 587 has been dated by Schirmer, on the basis of some references to histori-
cal facts recalled in them, to the years 1457-1458 and therefore located, for the
most part, in Ferrara. However, at the time of the letter sent to Carbone containing
the recommendation of Andronikos, Free seems to have already moved from Fer-
rara to Padua; quite striking in this regard is the reference to some nugae com-
posed ‘at the foot of the Euganean Hills’ (sub montibus Euganeis). Free did not
move to Padua before the fall of 1458."° Since he apologizes for having delayed
sending news to Carbone, it is possible to assume that not little time had passed
before Free decided to write a letter to his friend. For these reasons it is plausible
to propose for the letter a dating to the year 1459.

Taking into account what is known about Andronikos’ activity in the mean-
while (as said," he was teaching Greek in Bologna in the spring of 1459, planning
to leave as soon as possible for Padua), a terminus post quem for the dating of
Free’s letter to Carbone and, consequently, the time of the beginning of Kallistos’
short stay in Ferrara is necessarily set after April 1459. Upon his return to Padua
from Bologna, Andronikos must have soon left Padua for Ferrara, bringing with
him the recommendation letter by Free. He must have spent a short period of time
there, in which he may have carried on his studies, may have copied manu-
scripts,” and taught Greek, as said in the epistle.

In conclusion, Kallistos’ first stay in Ferrara may have taken place around
1456, whereas the second sojourn in that city may have lasted from the second
half of 1459 to the year 1460.

148 A key witness to the teaching of Gazes in Ferrara are the recollectae by Carbone studied by
Tissoni 2009 and Tissoni 2018.

149 On the biography of Carbone refer to Paoletti 1976.

150 See Weiss 1967, 108-109.

151 See supra, §1.3.3.

152 See more infra, § 2.2.1.
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1.3.5 Again in Padua at Strozzi’s house (1461-1462)

In 1461 Kallistos was certainly back in Padua, as a series of letters from Filelfo to
Palla Strozzi confirms. The first one dates from 1 January.” Filelfo appealed to
Strozzi to intercede with Andronikos, to provide him with a copy of some texts he
believed the Byzantine owned: Cornutus’ De natura deorum (this copy corre-
sponds to the manuscript Vat. gr. 1314, fols 191r-213r) and works by Palaephatus
and Michael Synkellos.” In the following letter, dated 28 January 1461, Filelfo
asks Palla to gather more information from Andronikos on the possibility that
these texts (Cornutus, Palaephatus and Synkellos) were available in Candia, in
Crete, as Kallistos himself seemed to have suggested.”™ Furthermore, he asks
Palla to borrow or to acquire a copy upon payment of one of Andronikos’ manu-
scripts, containing Apollonius Dyscolus’ De constructione (= Par. Suppl. gr. 541,
fols 58r—129v), a text which Filelfo had wanted for a long time. A letter dated 19
April 1461 concludes the correspondence regarding these texts and informs us

153 [...] Agit enim istic apud vos Andronicus Callistus noster, vir disertus et doctus. Isti autem esse
audio t6v 1€ lohaipatov [epi maral@v ioTopt@v kal TOV Pwpaiov Kopvoitov Iepi GAAnyoptiv,
£11 8¢ Kol TOV ZOYKEAA>OV YPOPUQTIKOV. Peto igitur abs te maiorem in modum ut eos libros aut
nobis excribi cures mea impensa, aut ad nos ire, qui hic excribantur redituri ad dominum quampri-
mum [...] (ed. De Keyser 2015a, 805).

154 Manuscripts belonging to Kallistos with works by Palaephatus and Synkellos have not been
identified In the case of Synkellos, I verified whether Andronikos’ book might have been Ambr.
M 51 sup., a manuscript from the Valla-Pio collection (see infra, § 3.3.). It lacks, however, any
traces of Kallistos’ hand.

155 De libris quid responderit Andronicus Callistus, ex tuis litteris didici. Velim ex eo certior fias
apud quem eiusmodi hospitentur év 1@ Kavdaxki, apud Laurumne Quirinum an apud alium quon-
dam. Ad haec audio Andronico isti esse Apollonium grammaticum Tlepi GUVTGEEWS PUATWV.
Quoad eius fieri licet, rem mihi gratissimam navabis, si dederis operam ut codex ille excribendus
eat Mediolanum, e vestigio rediturus ad vos. Quod si id minus, saltem velim eam curam suscipias,
ut istic apud vos excribatur. Nam quod impenderis, dabo ad te quamprimum [...] (ed. De Keyser
2015a, 808). We cannot exclude that works by Michael Synkellos and Palaephatus never be-
longed to Andronikos’ collection. The suggestion to turn to people living in Crete and handling
with manuscripts, like Quirini, corroborates the link between Andronikos and people acting on
the island. In all likelihood, such contacts had originated during Kallistos stay there (see for this
supra, § 1.2.). Finally, on the issue of the identification of Filelfo’s codex containing Cornutus,
see Krafft 1975, 317-318.

156 Apollonium tuum de praepositionum constructione idcirco tua opinione celerius redire ad te
curavi, ut intelligeres nos librariis etiam graecis non carere, idque ut ostenderes Andronico Callisto,
si quos petieramus libros misisset ad nos, eos non diu fuisse a domino abfuturos. Nam quod vir
doctus inficias ierit eiusmodi libros esse apud se, est hic apud nos testis locupletissimus, qui eos et
viderit et lectitaverit in eodem apud Andronicum codice, quo etiam Apollonius continetur. Itaque
non possum non mirari quid causae fuerit, quod gratificari nobis noluerit Andronicus, praesertim
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that Filelfo returned the manuscript of Apollonius Dyscolus owned by Palla
Strozzi, after Kallistos had refused to temporarily grant his copy.

I previously mentioned a document containing Palla Strozzi’s will, under-
signed by Andronikos among others. Kallistos’ stay in Padua thus lasted around
three years, from the spring of 1459 to the one of 1462. During this time, Kallistos
managed to enrich his manuscript collection, gathering some copies for himself
from Palla Strozzi’s antigraphs. A famous example — illustrated on several occa-
sions by Francesco Donadi®™ — is the codex Ambr. H 52 sup., containing Lysias’
Orations and Gorgias’ Encomium of Helen, a direct copy by the hand of Iohannes
Rhosos of Pal. gr. 88, owned by Palla. Likewise, Mark Sosower®®® assumed the ex-
istence of a common antigraph (now lost) owned by Palla, from which descended
two witnesses to Theophrastus’ Historia Plantarum, that is, Par. gr. 2069, copied
by Kallistos, and Pal. gr. 162 by Iohannes Skutariotes. Marwan Rashed™ argued
that Par. gr. 2032 (a book likely owned by Strozzi) was the antigraph to a manu-
script (now unfortunately lost) included in Andronikos’ collection and employed
by him as antigraph during his Italian stay for the copy of some Aristotelian trea-
tises in Vat. gr. 249 (in all likelihood in Rome) and in Vat. gr. 2201 (in Florence).
Other manuscripts which Andronikos accessed in Padua at Palla Strozzi’s resi-
dence are Par. gr. 1852 (Arist., EN), Par. gr. 1906, 1908 and 1909 (Simpl., in
Phys.), Urb. gr. 151 (Planudes), Vat. gr. 1324 (Lucian), on some of which he also
left handwritten notes.

Finally, during these years, Andronikos strengthened his contacts, even from
a distance, with Bessarion and all the members of his milieu. Kallistos partici-
pated over years in the Platonic-Aristotelian debate going on within the intellec-
tual humanist circles. A recent finding by Teresa Martinez Manzano sheds light

cum multo magis libris graecis abundemus quam ipse, et iis quidem in omni doctrinae genere. Ita-
que poterat beneficium veluti foenerari. Nec enim id eo factum existimo, quod nobis esse aliquid
noluerit, quod sibi soli esse opinaretur. Nam sine illis etiam aliquid possumus |...] (ed. De Keyser
2015, 831-832).

157 See Donadi 1976 and Donadi 2005, 27-30.

158 See Sosower 1986, 143 n. 6; this hypothesis had been supported already by Einarson 1976.
159 See Rashed 2001, 218-229. However, Kallistos’ engagement with Strozzi’s manuscripts is
interesting as it improves our knowledge about Palla’s library. The discovery of some autograph
notes — so far unacknowledged — by <Andronikos> in Vat. gr. 1950 (fols 230r, 2321, 234v, 235V,
236r = Xenoph., Agesilaus), together with philological evidence about the transmission of Xen-
ophon’s works (see Serra 1978-1979, 80, 103; Serra 1979, 15; Jackson 1990; Schmoll 1990;
Muratore 1997, Muratore 2022), corroborates the idea that this manuscript belonged to Palla
Strozzi, as first suggested in Sosower 1986, 143, 151. Concerning Kallistos’ interventions on the
text of Agesilaus, see infra, § 5.3.2.
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on the terms of Andronikos’ engagement in the editorial story of In calumniato-
rem Platonis: Kallistos was commissioned to revise the text of the third book
(which was to later become the fourth) of the work, handed down in the hand of
Bessarion himself in the codex Scor. X.III.1 (fols 152r-185v).*° Andronikos’ per-
sonal contribution within the controversy consists of a pamphlet in defence of his
relative Theodoros Gazes, the latter having taken Aristotle’s side in this querelle.
In a brief polemical work, Michael Apostoles attacked Gazes who had written in
turn a pamphlet known as Adversus Plethonem pro Aristotele de substantia.'® The
work by Apostoles'® was disliked by Bessarion. Kallistos’ reaction to Apostoles’
treatise occurred in form of a long philosophical epistle offered to the Cardinal,
commonly referred to as Defensio Theodori Gazae.'®

The role played by the monk Hesaias of Cyprus'®* at several stages of the con-
troversy, both from the point of view of textual and material evidence, has not yet
been emphasized enough. It must be mentioned that Hesaias was the addressee
of a letter written by Georgios Trapezuntios in response to Bessarion’s “Ott 1|
@UOo1G BouAeveTal!® Again to Hesaias, Theodoros Gazes dedicated the paper
known as Adversus Plethonem pro Aristotele de substantia,'*® which was to trigger
Michael Apostoles’ reaction and Kallistos’ counter-reaction. Hesaias was the first
to receive the writing sent by Apostoles to Bessarion, as Michael himself tells us.'
As we learn from Bessarion’s words,'®® Andronikos read the treatise prior to the
Cardinal. The newly discovered draft letter by Apostoles — which has already
been mentioned for other reasons'® — confirms the fact that Kallistos laid his
hands on the work before it reached the Cardinal: ‘against the will of the author

160 See Martinez Manzano 2018, 379-380 and plate 8.

161 The text is in Mohler 1942, 151-158. See also Powell 1938a.

162 The text is in Mohler 1942, 161-169 (edited under the Latin title Ad Theodori Gazae pro
Aristotele de substantia adversus Plethonem obiectiones).

163 The text, first edited in Mohler 1942, 171-203, is hereby critically edited (with an account
on the manuscript tradition) and provided with an English translation; see infra, Appendix 1.
164 See on him PLP 6745; recent findings in Speranzi 2018, 197-200 and Giacomelli and
Speranzi 2019, 123-125, 133-134, 137.

165 This text was to be later inserted by the Cardinal himself as chapter three of his extended
reply, the philosophical treatise De natura et arte; see Accendere and Privitera 2014; Mariev,
Marchetto and Luchner 2015.

166 Mohler 1942, 151-158.

167 See Stefec 2013a, 54-56 (Epist. 13, 14, 15), 149.

168 Av8povikog yap 0 KoAlioTov, mpdtepov avtd £EnTakwg Te Kai Slakwdwvicag, oltwg adtd
Te Kal T& £auTod MWV TEmMop@ev; see the text in Mohler 1942, 511-513 and Cattaneo 2020a,
149-153.

169 See supra, §1.2.2.
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and Bessarion’, Andronikos allegedly ‘stole the book from Hesaias’ while the lat-
ter was delivering it to the Cardinal.”® Finally, we can identify <Hesaias> as the
copyist of the fourth codicological unit of Scor. ®.I11.15, i.e. one of the two main
witnesses to Kallistos’ reply to Apostoles composed in defence of Gazes'" (Fig. 1.4).

Fig. 1.4: Scor. @.111.15, fol. 189r; © Real Biblioteca del Monasterio.

Rudolf S. Stefec attributed to this period two letters sent by Michael Apostoles to
Andronikos.” Deciphering the meaning of these letters is not easy given Apos-
toles’ very cryptic language,”” but, briefly, it seems that in both of these short
messages Michael asks Kallistos to show himself to be more sympathetic; in the
first letter (no. 36) Andronikos is reproached for not being spontaneously
friendly; in the second one (no. 39) the existence of a remote seventh-degree kin-
ship is recalled: this should lead them not to be hostile to each other. According
to Stefec, the tone of these letters would suggest ongoing good relations: this is
the reason why it has been proposed to date them before May 1462, that is, at the
time Apostoles had not yet received Kallistos’ harsh reply. It remains problem-
atic, however, to give any certain chronological reference for these epistles.

Either way, Andronikos’ firm but measured intervention in the debate gained
the appreciation of Bessarion, which he expressed in a short letter sent from
Viterbo’s thermal baths on 19 May 1462.

170 See Villa 2021, 448 lines 18-21. As far as manuscripts are concerned, it has already been
pointed out that Hesaias was the possessor of one of the main volumes transmitting the treatises
of the controversy, Ambr. F 88 sup; see Speranzi 2018, 197-200.

171 The letter by Apostoles also gives us the name of the person who delivered the text by An-
dronikos to him, bringing it to Crete from Italy; for Apostoles hereby names a iepevg Iohannes,
who can be identified with the priest Iohannes Plusiadenos; see Villa 2021, 448 lines 1-7.

172 See Stefec 2013a, 71 (epist. 36), 73 (epist. 39), 151-152.

173 See on this topic Rollo 2014c.
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Bnoocapiwv kapdnvaig Av8povikw 1@ KaAAioTou @Aoco@elv

Avéyvwv kai T MiyanAw @Opdnv katd Tod £Taipov Ocodwpov cuvTebeEWEVA Kai TOVG GoUG
EKEIVOV CWPPOVIOHOVG” KpLow TE Kal PijPov Tept AUPOTEPWY EENVEYKQ, TV €V TOIG EKElVY
éneoTalpévolg Se, MV 0oL TEUMOPEV TX AVTiypaQa. TEPITTOV YA Kal G o08E pddiov
QOPHOKEVOHEVW Kol TIPOG OF MOKPNYOPElV. €0 TPATTOG. €8606n &mov kol T& mpog
MuxaijAov.™

Cardinal Bessarion wishes to Andronikos Kallistos to be a wise man

I have read both the work coarsely compiled by Michael against our friend Theodoros and
your call for restraint to him. I have gained for both a judgement and a preference, which
you will see within the letters that have been sent to him, of which we send you the copy.
For it is unnecessary and not easy at all for me while undergoing therapy even to be verbose
to you. Farewell. This was sent at the same time as that to Michael.

174 1 quote here the Greek text as it is handed down in the manuscript Laur. 58.33 (fol. 91v),
just correcting the form of the name Bnoapiwv in Brooapiwv. These lines have already been
printed in Boissonade 1833, 388 from Par. gr. 3053, in PG 161, cols 691-696, and then in
Mohler 1942, 513 (epist. 50). However, one should be aware that the text edited by Mohler
(thence reprinted now in Cattaneo 2020a, 155) is an undisclosed mixture of Par. gr. 3053 and
Laur. 58.33, which are witnesses to two different versions, as far as I could verify by means of
full collations. The ‘revised’ version of the text is that transmitted by Laur. 58.33, its apograph
Oxon. Barocci 165, its copy Matr. 4790 and Matr. 4766, the latter being in turn apograph to the
former. The textual features of the other version, which is more inaccurate than that found in the
Laurentianus, are the following: MixanAov (vs. MixanAw); ouykexupéva (vs. ouvteBeyuéva); €€
appotépwv (vs. mepl Ap@oTépwv); the words v Toig Ekeivw émeaTalpévolg Set v are missing;
oV (vs. o0BE); the greeting £0 mpdTToLG is omitted; kai &te kai dmov (vs. 6mov). The manuscripts
which preserve this ‘rough’ version (apparently closer to the original one) are Berol. Phillipps
1616 and its apograph Par. gr. 2652; Par. gr. 3053, which is in turn a copy of Par. gr. 2652;
finally, Berol. Phillipps 1610, a late sixteenth-century copy of Berol. Phillipps 1616. That most
of these variant readings originated from a rewriting of the text (this bearing, thus, interlinear
additions and corrections) is proven by the presence of further combinations of words in other
witnesses: this is, for instance, the case with the words 6mov kai 67 kai in Scor. @.I11.15, its copy
Ambr. B 141 sup., the latter’s apograph Ambr. D 118 inf. and Uppsal. gr. 8; 6mou kai and dte kai
are variant readings to each other. The Uppsalensis clearly bears evidence of a ‘mixed’ text,
based on the ‘revised’ version but still presenting some features of the ‘rough’ one: see &£
Guotépwv instead of mept dppotépwv. Mixed features are found also in Vat. gr. 1393 and its
apograph Vall. Carte Allacci 108. I shall give a detailed account on the transmission of this short
epistle in the near future.
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Two weeks later (on 5 June), Bessarion’s assistant Nikolaos Sekundinos ex-
pressed his satisfaction about the text of the Defensio with a letter too."”

1.4 The second stay in Bologna (1462-1466)

The letter by Sekundinos is probably the very last Kallistos received during his
stay in Padua. Then, on the day of Palla Strozzi’s death, which occurred on 18
May, Kallistos moved back to Bologna, where, after a three year pause, he again
took up the public teaching of Greek language and literature, together with moral
philosophy (but only diebus festis)." In the preface to his Grammatica,"”” Kon-
stantinos Laskaris mentions this activity, which Kallistos practised until the sum-
mer of the year 1466."78

A short passage from a letter sent by Andronikos to Demetrios <Chalkon-
dyles>, written between 1463 and 1465, lists the Greek authors studied in his
courses:'”

“Iva 8¢ kol T kat Epe €ibfig, 1001 pe EAANVIOTL pév GvaylvwokovTa Toig ETaipolg Toug Tod
wd&pov Duvoug Kai Tag Tod GaAdpLdog EMOTOARG Kol TIPOTETL T& O£08WPOV YPAUUATIKA,
pwpaioti 8¢ dvayvwoavta f8n Ta T00 APLOTOTENOUG TTOALTIKG TE KAl OIKOVOULKA, HETR TNV
ToD ZwTApog lepdv TEAETHV GANG TL TOV TQ APLOTOTEAEL TEPL PUOEWS OLYYPAPEVTWY
Gvaylvwokev dpEopevov.

175 1 shall soon give a critical edition and a translation of Sekundinos’ letter (first printed in
Boissonade 1833, 377-387), after investigating the whole manuscript tradition. For Sekundi-
nos’ translation into Latin of some chapters of Kallistos’ Defensio (edited by Monfasani 1985),
see more infra, Appendix 1.

176 This emerges from the rotuli edited in Dallari 1888, 62, 64—-65, 67, 70. On the subject, see
Perosa 1953, 8. During his absence from Bologna, Greek was not taught for the years 1459/1460
and 1460/1461, and courses were held diebus festis by Gianmario Filelfo during 1461/1462.
For further information on Kallistos’ teaching activity in Bologna, see also the introduction by G.
M. Anselmi in Chines 1992, 5-6.

177 For the text see Martinez Manzano 1994, 199.

178 For a more precise chronological terminus ante quem, set as August 1466 by a letter by
Filelfo to Kallistos, see infra.

179 The letter was first published in Powell 1939, 19-20 from Cantabr. Trinity College 0.2.36.
I would like to thank James Kirwan, Senior Library Assistant of the Trinity College library, for
providing me with digital scans of the Cambridge codex, which enabled me to correct in many
points the text edited by Powell. I give here (see infra, Appendix 5) a new critical edition of this
correspondence revised through the collation of a new witness, i.e. Vall. F 40 (fols 65r-68r), and
accompanied by an English translation.
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So that you too are informed about me, you should know that I am explaining to my com-
panions Pindar’s hymns, Phalaris’ epistles and Theodoros’ Grammar, 1 have already lec-
tured in Latin on the political and economic works of Aristotle, and after Easter I will begin
to lecture on some other works by Aristotle on nature.

Andronikos explicitly claims to read in Greek Pindar, Phalaris, and the grammar
by Gazes;®° furthermore, he informs his interlocutor that he has already read in
Latin — perhaps for the classes on moral philosophy — Aristotle’s political and
economic writings, and that he is going to add very soon to his course some works
on Physics. It is possible to recognize some manuscripts which Kallistos em-
ployed for his courses: Mutin. a T.9.14 and Laur. Ashb. 1144 may have been used
for classes on Pindar, Mutin. a T.9.2 for Phalaris.’® The codex of Gazes’ Grammar
that was in Kallistos’ private collection has not been yet identified with certainty,
despite the fact that his handwriting has been found in three witnesses to this
work.® It would be interesting to know which Latin manuscripts Andronikos
owned and used for his classes of philosophy. Theocritus is not mentioned, but
we know from other sources that Andronikos also lectured on the Idyllia during
his stay in Bologna.'® Traces of Kallistos’ classes on Theocritus are found in codex
Salmanticensis 71, a manuscript recently examined by Teresa Martinez Man-
zano.'s*

Andronikos’ teaching and scholarly activity in Bologna has been often rec-
orded in the memoires of his contemporaries. Our main sources are again Fran-
cesco Filelfo’s Greek and Latin letters. Some of these are directly addressed to
Kallistos;'® other letters — which are mostly in Latin — only briefly mention the
Byzantine scholar.'s

180 New data on the manuscripts containing Gazes’ Grammatica (some of them perhaps manu-
factured in Bologna) and its employment in Andronikos’ school will be discussed in the follow-
ing chapters. See infra, § 2.3.1 and 4.1.5.2.

181 The same opinion is shared by Gamillscheg 1978, 242 and Giinther 1999.

182 Neap. I1.D.9, Ott. gr. 52, Vat. gr. 13; see infra, § 6.2 (catalogue entries nos 88, 108, and
112).

183 On Kallistos’ classes about Theocritus one should mention again the record by Giorgio
Merula’s quoted supra, § 1.1.

184 See Martinez Manzano 2011. The Greek text is accompanied by a Latin translation originat-
ing from Andronikos’ school. More evidence about classes on Theocritus held by Kallistos infra,
§5.3.1and 5.4.

185 These letters are in Greek and were first edited in Legrand 1892. See now De Keyser 2015a.
186 This is, for instance, the case with the first piece of evidence we come across: a cover letter
Filelfo wrote on 26 April 1464 to his friend Alberto Parisi (see De Keyser 2015a, 1009): Filelfo
asks Parisi to deliver a letter he had sent to Andronikos. Filelfo was turning to Kallistos because
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A record of Kallistos’ Bolognese teaching comes from a letter dated 31 October
1464, sent again to Alberto Parisi.’®” Here Filelfo writes about the debate on his
Sphortias'®® prompted by Galeotto Marzio da Narni, lecturer of rhetoric at the
Studium Bononiense for two academic years (1463/1464 and 1464/1465).”® Filelfo
is surprised that the latter’s proficiency of Greek is so poor; then, in Bologna he
might have turned to such a worthy learned man and teacher as Andronikos.*®
More generally — as these lines show — Filelfo criticizes all those Bolognese in-
tellectuals who do not take the opportunity to learn Greek from Kallistos™. He
comes back to this subject in a letter written some months later to Argino da Bus-
seto (21 March 1465). Filelfo congratulates his friend for attending Andronikos’
classes: it is inconceivable — he writes — that a man of letters would totally ignore
Greek.”” On the same day, he wrote two more letters: one in Latin to Bernardo
Moretti,’® and one in Greek to Kallistos.”®* The main topic of both letters is the
same: Andronikos should not give in to Galeotto Marzio’s provocations, as the
latter — aware of the Kallistos’ relationship with Filelfo — is maliciously trying to
draw him into the debate on the Sphortias."””

of an ‘Aristotelian issue’ raised by a corrupted passage in the text of Plutarch’s De placitis philo-
sophorum (1,10); we learn the details of this from two epistles sent to Kallistos between 27 April
and 29 April (see De Keyser 2015a, 1009, 1012). Filelfo contacted Bessarion, as well, for the
same reason, as shown by a Latin letter sent to the Cardinal on the same day (26 April 1464; see
De Keyser 2015a, 1008-1009).

187 On this figure see Frati 1931.

188 For details about the debate and a critical edition of the text, see De Keyser 2015b.

189 See Dallari 1888, 64, 67; see also Perosa 1953, 7. A recent account on Galeotto of Narni
can be found in Miggiano 2008.

190 See De Keyser 2015a, 1065-1066: Crede mihi, Alberthe carissime, nullo pacto fieri posse quen-
quam satis excultum latinis litteris, ubi graecas ignorarit omnino. Quare non possum vos omnis,
qui Bononiae agitis, non mirari plurimum quod, cum vobis viri doctissime eruditi copia data sit ad
graecam disciplinam penitus consequendam, malitis indocti esse quam docti. Nunquam equidem
discendi gratia traiecissem in Thraciam Constantinopolin (qua in urbe septennium egi), si
istiusmodi mihi Andronicus Byzantius in Italia esset oblatus. At facitis vos quemadmodum avari
solent, qui et famem et sitim in summa abundantia patiuntur. Quales discipuli futuri sunt, cum
istorum magister in tanta versatur inscitia? [...]. This is only a brief excerpt of a quite long letter
covering many pages (1061-1077) of the edition by De Keyser.

191 Concerning the success of Kallistos’ Bolognese courses, it should be noticed that Cammelli
1942,116-117 — to whom these pieces of evidence were unknown — had already believed they
did not have great success.

192 De Keyser 2015a, 1089-1090.

193 De Keyser 2015a, 1090-1091.

194 De Keyser 2015a, 1091.

195 See on this work De Keyser 2015b.
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These pieces of evidence seem to describe a period characterized in many
ways by great enthusiasm, but also by lack of stability. Bolognese intellectual cir-
cles rejected the spread of Greek studies, thus provoking apprehension amongst
the Greeks active in the city. Filelfo refers to such disturbance (tapayai) in the
letter which informs about the end of Kallistos’ Bolognese stay, dated 28 August
1466:

“ .~ L . e . o AV
Ott p&v TV Bovwviéwv drnallayeig Tapay@v v 1@ do@aieotdtw Adpéve dong e08iag &
Kai yoArvng fdn diayelg, mapa t@ TeAelag APeTAG TE Kal co@iag Tepével, Bnooapiwvt,
ouvndopai oot T& pEyloTa TG EVTUYIAG. TL Yap 0UK EATioOLG Gv TUXEV TV KOADV Te Kal

GyaB@v 7o TolVTW SeondT TEAGDV;

I am very happy for you that you now live calmly and in tranquillity in the safest harbour,
in the sanctuary of virtue and wisdom — that is, at Bessarion’s house — far from Bologna’s
disturbance. In fact, what sort of benefits should you not obtain from such a patron?

Filelfo says he is happy about Andronikos’ recent move to Bessarion’s in Rome:
he could not find a safer and calmer space, thus finally leaving behind the pre-
cariousness and misunderstandings.

1.5 The Roman years at Bessarion’s house (1466-1471)

From August 1466 to summer 1471 Kallistos was in Rome as Bessarion’s guest. As
a proper patron, the Cardinal gave shelter to the most illustrious Greek scholars
of the time, and invited to his ‘court’ some of the best Italian humanists. The so-
called ‘academy’ at Bessarion’s residence was growing and was to be led from
1467 onwards by Theodoros Gazes.”’

Unlike the Bolognese stay, Kallistos’ Roman years lack evidence coming from
the voices of his contemporaries: there are on the whole only four occurrences.

196 De Keyser 2015a, 1191.

197 Alist of the names of the scholars acting in the ‘academy’ was elaborated by Niccolo Perotti
in his comment to Statius’ Silvae (Vat. lat. 6835, fol. 55v: Non Theodorum dico, non Catum, non
Valerium, non Andronicum, non Narniensem Theophrastum, non Domicium Veronensem, Pom-
ponium, Octavium, Lucillium, Pierum Durantinum, sed Bentevoleum nostrum, sed Rufum, sed
Almadianum, sed Alexin, sed caeteros qui adhuc adolescentes in huiusmodi studiis versantur:
quanquam, nisi me animus fallit, nec priores illos nec ipsum Academiae principem Bessarionem
pigebit aliquando in his extraordinariis studiis animum relaxare, namely, Gazes, Giovanni Gatti,
Valerio Simonelli, Kallistos, Teofrasto da Narni, Domizio Calderini, Pomponio Leto, Ottavio Ubald-
ini, Lucillio, Pierio Durantino, Pierio Bentivoglio, Matteo Rufo, Giovanni Battista Almadiani, Alex-
ios Keladenos). See also Speranzi 2011, 120-121 (with previous bibliographical references).
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The first one is a letter from Filelfo to Theodoros Gazes (21 January 1469) showing
happiness for Andronikos’ condition under the protection of Bessarion:

Gaudeo equidem plurimum eruditissimum virum mihique amicissimum Andronicum Cal-
listum, necessarium tuum, apud vos agere, idest in Musarum et sapientiae domicilio; quem
ut meis verbis salvere iubeas abs te peto.!?®

I am glad that your relative Andronikos Kallistos, a very learned man and a very dear friend
of mine, is staying with you, that is to say in the house of Muses and wisdom. I beg you to
greet him for me.

In addition, there is a letter from Gazes to the cardinal Marco Barbo, where Kal-
listos is briefly mentioned.”

As he had already done in Bologna more than ten years earlier, Kallistos com-
pleted some commissioned copying work in Rome, too, for his patron Bessarion
and, occasionally, for others, like Nicholaus of Kotor, the bishop of Modrus.?®
However, the activity as a scribe must have been a very marginal obligation dur-
ing these years. The Cardinal was soon to entrust Kallistos with the definitive
clean copy of the treatise In calumniatorem Platonis, the parchment codex Marc.
gr. Z. 198.%! Bessarion’s choice was likely motivated by the awareness that An-
dronikos’ accuracy and profound knowledge of the matter would guarantee the
best conditions for the work of copying. Andronikos benefited in turn from the
possibility of consulting Bessarion’s library for his own needs, by collating texts
on which his philological activity had been focused for years.*

In Rome, Andronikos also worked as an assistant for the preparation of some
printed editions. A documented case of collaboration with Giovanni Andrea Bussi
(1417-1475), bishop of Aleria,*” is worth mentioning in this regard. In the preface

198 De Keyser 2015a, 1285.

199 The letter dates between 18 September 1467 and 18 March 1471; see on this Leone 1990, 62—
63. Contrary to the impression given in Filelfo’s letter, two further pieces of evidence offer a dif-
ferent view on Kallistos’ stay in Rome: 1. the record by Raffaele Maffei da Volterra, according to
which Andronikos lived in Rome in such misery that he was forced to leave for Florence to seek
his fortune there (Romae apud Nicenum vivebat profitebaturque non pari quidem virtuti emolu-
mento. Quapropter sicuti plerique alii eius generis coactus est egestate urbem deserere Floren-
tiamque se conferre; see Cammelli 1942, 180); 2. some verses by Giannantonio Campano (1429—
1477), mocking Andronikos’ financial condition (see Martinelli Tempesta 1995, 138). The verses
by Campano are found in Vat. lat. 2874 (fol. 29rv), as already signalled by Kristeller II 355.

200 See more infra, § 2.3.1.

201 Diller 1967, 406-407 first identified Kallistos as the scribe of the manuscript.

202 Seeinfra, § 2.1.3 and 2.3.1.

203 See on him Miglio 1972 and Miglio 2002, 30-51.
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to the edition of the Latin translation of Strabo’s Geographia (printed by Sweyn-
heym and Pannartz in 1469),** Bussi claimed to have collaborated with The-
odoros Gazes, his ‘counsellor’ for highly critical philological issues, as well as
with Andronikos Kallistos and Lampugnino Birago.*®

As is well known, pope Paul II (August 1464—-July 1471) had always had sus-
picions towards philhellenic humanistic circles because of their potential pagan
and anti-Christian deviances. These suspicions prompted him to ask for the clo-
sure of the so-called Roman ‘academy’, thus restricting the space in which intel-
lectuals could be active, such as Giovanni Andrea Bussi himself, who benefited
from the collaboration with the members of the circle like Kallistos, Gazes, and
the young man Alexios Keladenos. It is therefore no wonder that the condition of
the Byzantine émigrés in Rome became progressively more disadvantageous to-
wards the end of the 1460s.

The possibility of taking over Iohannes Argyropulos’ place as lecturer at the
Florentine Studium persuaded Andronikos to leave Rome and move there. In the
summer 1471 he was with certainty in Florence: the terminus post quem of his ar-
rival can be found in the recommendation letter sent from Bessarion to Lorenzo
de’ Medici on 23 August.”® His arrival should be thought of as a sort of turnover
with Argyropulos officially leaving Florence on 23 July.*’

1.6 The Florentine period (1471-1474)

It has never been sufficiently elucidated when exactly Andronikos’ teaching in
Florence started, and what it consisted in. We know about Andronikos’ activity
from the summer 1471. However, in the official accounts of the Florentine
Studium, Kallistos’ name only appears from the academic year 1473-1474 on-
wards.”® Therefore, the last biographers were not convinced that the Byzantine

204 ISTC is00793000.

205 [...] In quo (scil. in recovering some passages of Strabo’s text) Theodoro meo Gazae atque
Andronico, Lampo item Birago, graece latineque doctissimis viris, non exigua gratia est habenda;
see Miglio 1978, 35. See also Orlandi 2020a, 231-232, 239.

206 The letter, in Italian vernacular, is kept in the State Archive of Florence (Mediceo Avanti il
Principato, filza 46, doc. 122). See Cammelli 1942, 179-180.

207 See Cammelli 1942, 176. Argyropulos first went to Rome, as proved by the letter dated 26
October 1471 published in Cammelli 1941, 133.

208 See Verde 1973, 1, 298; 11, 24; 1V, 1, 95-96, upon which rest some recent contributions, like
Megna 2009, XXV-XVXI, Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 131 and De Gregorio and Martinelli Tempesta
2018, 215.
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scholar held an official teaching position (that is, with a regular salary) from Sep-
tember 1471. Instead, they suggested private forms of allowances granted by Lo-
renzo.”® Some documents from the State Archive in Florence, first published
some years ago by Jonathan Davies and not yet taken into account, allow us to
solve the issue once and for all. The ledgers of Entrata e uscita del Camerlengo del
Monte Comune, refer to regular thrimonthly payments to ‘Messer Andronico Cal-
listo da Constantinopoli’, from 3 September 1471 until October 1473; these pay-
ments amounted to a modest salary of roughly 200 florins per year.”? After all —
as Cammelli and Perosa had already observed®' — in an elegy to Lorenzo de’ Med-
ici, dated by Perosa to the summer 1473, Angelo Poliziano, Andronikos’ most
illustrious student, asked Lorenzo to ‘keep’ (servare) Kallistos in his place, to
avoid the risk that he might leave the city, thus implying that he had been already
holding a position there for some time (vv. 9-18):

Tu tantum Andronicum serves! O quantus ab illo
spiritus in nostri pectoris ima venit!

0 quos ille tibi gignit nutritque poetas,
dum tonat argolicis troica bella modis!

Iam tibi Aristotelem vertit, penitusque retrusas
naturae arcano concinit ore vices.

Unica materies illi es, spes unica solus;
una illi vitam tu dare voce potes.

Parva petit, dare magna soles; da parva petenti:
parva tamen nescis si dare, magna dato.?

In this famous elegy two auctores are mentioned, whose works were read in Kal-
listos’ courses: Homer and Aristotle. Teaching Aristotle represented without a
doubt an element of continuity with Iohannes Argyropulos’ courses. Lines 13-14
(iam tibi Aristotelem vertit, penitusque retrusas [ naturae arcano concinit ore vices)

209 See Cammelli 1942, 181-185: ‘Purtroppo a questo punto ci vengono a mancare le documen-
tazioni [...] Noi ci domandiamo [...] quale mai fu la sorte di Andronico Callisto, se cioé egli poté
ottenere ’elezione nello Studio, e in caso affermativo, quale fu lo stipendio che gli fu assegnato
al momento dell’elezione’. See also Bigi 1961: ‘Non sappiamo se I'insegnamento di Andronico in
questa citta fosse un vero e proprio incarico ufficiale’.

210 See Davies 1998, 174-175. Andronikos was paid with some delay. His first salary, for in-
stance — referring to his first teaching period (three months, that, is from 3 September to 3 De-
cember 1471) — was credited one year later (on 12 September 1472).

211 See Cammelli 1942, 186-187 and Perosa 1953, 11.

212 See Perosa 1953, 11.

213 [ quote here vv. 9-18 of the edition by Maier 1971. See also Megna 2009, XXV-XXVI.
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allude to the Latin translation of Aristotle’s De generatione et corruptione com-
pleted by Andronikos and dedicated to Lorenzo.*

However, Kallistos’ Florentine courses were not only about Aristotle, as the
famous recollectae of classes kept in the manuscript Laur. 66.31 clearly show.
This codex has transmitted annotations concerning Andronikos’ interpretation
on Homer’s Iliad,” Demosthenes’ De corona, and Theocritus’ Idylls written down
by an anonymous student.?® Pindar’s Olympians should also be taken in consider-
ation: a Latin translation by the hand of Bartolomeo Fonzio, along with marginal
notes referring to Andronikos’ classes, is preserved in the manuscript Magliab.
VII 1025.% In another famous elegy by Poliziano, dedicated to Fonzio, the main
authors read by Andronikos are mentioned again within a few lines (193-198):%%

Rursus in Andronici doctum me confero ludum
qui tumidos nodos laxat Aristotelis,
Smyrnaeique docet iocunda poemata vatis:

214 The text of the Latin version is handed down in two codices, Laur. 84.11 and Neap. VIIL.E.18
(see for the latter Kristeller VI 114b). The long preface to the translation with the dedication to Lo-
renzo was first published in Hankins 1994, 37-42 from the Laurentianus. More recently, Rashed
2011 offered the editio princeps of the whole text, not acknowledging though the existence of Neap.
VIILE.18. A list of works noted by John Leland (c. 1535) shows that another copy of the translation
by Andronikos was kept in Cambridge in the first half of the sixteenth century at the publica biblio-
theca minor (i.e. the library built and equipped with books at the expense of Thomas Rotherham
which opened in 1474/1475); see Clarke 2002, 70-72. To this day this copy — referred to in Leland’s
list as Andronici Calysti Bizantii interpretatio in libro Arist. de. generat. & corrupt. — has disappeared.
215 For some remarks about the Latin version of the Iliad transmitted from this codex, arranged
in the framework of Andronikos’ school, see infra, § 4.2 and 5.4.

216 See more in Orlandi 2014a (with further bibliography).

217 On the attribution of the writing to Fonzio and a first study of the translation see Fera 1997.
218 The elegy is edited in Bausi 2003. It mentions some of the most eminent disciples attending
Andronikos’ classes in Florence: Ugolino Verino (see on him Bausi 1996), Carlo Marsuppini Iu-
nior (son and namesake of the chancellor) and Giovambattista Buoninsegni (see Kristeller 1972
and Megna 2021, 308-308). Together with these scholars, who were all Polizano’s close friends,
one should also group the addressee of the poem, Bartolomeo Fonzio, as well as many Florentine
intellectuals who attended Iohannes Argyropulos’ courses, like Donato and Piero Acciaioli, Ala-
manno Rinuccini, and Francesco Filarete. It seems thus that Raffaele Maffei da Volterra was not
exaggerating when mentioning the magnus discipulorum concursus which distinguished Androni-
kos’ lectures; see Cammelli 1942, 192. The memory of Andronikos’ teaching in Florence was to
survive for a long time. In a famous letter of 19 March 1480, Poliziano would trace the stages of
his education in Florence under Aryropulos, Kallistos, and Chalkondyles; see Picotti 1955, 74.
Still in 1524, the mysterious Stephanus Joanninensis was to recall that Lorenzo invited Andronicum
virum in omni disciplinarum genere doctissimum atque eminentissimum atque peripatheticum Flor-
entiam ad eius Achademiam atque ad publice profitendum; see Della Torre 1902, 9-10.
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iam populat Graias Dardana flamma rates;
fulminei post haec aperit Demosthenis artem,
aequiparat nostri quem Ciceronis opus.?®

The class on Homer’s Iliad took place at the same time Poliziano was carrying out
(upon Lorenzo’s request) a translation in Latin of the first books of the poem. De-
mosthenes must have been of great interest too, for he was the ‘Greek Cicero’
which the Plutarchean synkrisis in Parallel Lives presented to humanist culture,
an idea that infused the culture throughout the fifteenth century.”® Moreover, it
can be hypothesised that Kallistos dedicated lessons to Hellenistic and Late An-
tique Greek poetry as well. The presence in his library of texts from these periods
in itself does not suggest anything more than a personal interest for such texts.”
It is far more relevant that in Vat. gr. 1373 — a book owned by Poliziano (and par-
tially in his hand)*? coming from Andronikos’ school milieu — the same epigrams
from the Anthologia Planudea found in some other manuscripts of Kallistos’ col-
lection were transcribed.””

Undoubtedly, Andronikos also read and interpreted Apollonius Rhodius.
Proof comes from the Latin version transcribed by Bartolomeo Fonzio, transmit-
ted in Ricc. 153. This codex contains at fols 90r-95v the beginning of a translation
verbum de verbo of the text secundum Andronici interpretationem, clearly con-
ceived for study purposes. The retractatio by Fonzio, kept today in Ricc. 539, is
modelled upon this translation. Concerning manuscript production, many codi-
ces related to Kallistos teaching and philological activity can be linked to the
years 1471-1474. By way of example, I cursorily mention some of the books —
annotated by Andronikos — which I have assigned to the collection of one of his

219 Iquote from Maier 1971.

220 See on the subject Resta 1962, 35, 50.

221 Giinther 1999 mentioned the presence of manuscripts of Aratus (Mutin. a T.9.14), Nicander
(Mutin. a T.9.2), and Lycophron (Laur. Ashb. 1144 and Mutin. o T.9.14) in Andronikos’ library.
222 See Perosa 1953, 11-15, Maier 1965, 286-287, and Maier 1966, 113-115 for some aspects of
this codex’s content and its link to Kallistos’ school. See Pontani 2002 for a thorough study of the
codex. As Perosa observed, in the manuscript there are also the éniypappa év E€opétpy com-
posed by Andronikos in praise of Bessarion’s In calumniatorem Platonis (fols 4r-5r; see infra,
Appendix 8) and a Greek version of a Latin epigram by Poliziano (fol. 16r; edited in Perosa 1953).
223 One can compare the contents of the first leaves of the Vaticanus with the poems handed
down in Mutin. « U.9.22 (fol. 189v), Mutin. a Q.5.20 (fol. 172r), and Par. Suppl. gr. 541 (fol. 57v).
See Orlandi 2014a, 174-175.

224 See on the subject Resta 1978, 1054-1131. Bartolomeo himself was to teach Apollonius at the
Studium some years later, in 1481. As recorded in Kristeller I 19, a very late copy of Fonzio’s retrac-
tatio, dated to the eighteenth century, is kept in the manuscript Padua, Bibl. Universitaria, 1487.
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Florentine disciples, so far anonymous.” These manuscripts reflect Kallistos’ di-
dactic interests: on the one hand Demosthenes, Theocritus and Pindar (respec-
tively, Vat. gr. 2207 and Lond. Burney 109), on the other Aristotelian philosophy
(Ricc. 46, Monac. gr. 332, Vat. gr. 2189, and Vat. gr. 2201).

There are not many epistles from these years specifically regarding Kallistos.
A common denominator to all extant pieces of evidences is that they reveal a
sense of uncertainty and anxiety among the Byzantine scholars active in Italy in
the 1470s. One year after Andronikos’ departure from Rome, Theodoros Gazes
had sent him two short letters, apparently both dating to the year 1472.2¢ On 9
August Gazes praises Andronikos for his decision ‘not to have joined the others
in the journey to the land of the Scythians’, that is, to Turkey.”” This may be an
allusion to the fact that Kallistos chose not to follow his fellow Greeks. Moreover,
the letter aims at informing Kallistos of Gazes’ condition. Life in Rome, according
to Theodoros, is not as quiet as before and expectations of a more favourable sit-
uation by the election of the new pope Sixtus IV (August 1471) had faded away.
In the second epistle, Theodoros announces to Kallistos that he has provided for
the transmission of his message to Bessarion and that he has also done so
through Iohannes Sophianos. We do not know the content of the message deliv-
ered to the Cardinal by Kallistos; we can nonetheless perceive in Theodoros’
words a sense of apprehension, for he anxiously advises Andronikos not to reveal
his intentions to others and not to attract attention.””® Accordingly, a passage
from a letter by Demetrios Chalkondyles to Giovanni Lorenzi (c. 1440-1502),
probably written in the last months of 1472, reports a brief meeting in Bologna

225 See infra, § 4.1.3.

226 The text was published by Mohler 1942, 576-577 and then by Leone 1990, 72-74.

227§t oV ouvamodnunoalg Tolg GANOLG oV e €ig TNV EKUBIKNY, EMav@® 6ov TOV AoyLopov. i 8¢
TG TV GAAwv 0Ok Emawvel, obmw Gmodektéov alToD TV YVWUNY, TPV fi T& TEepl TOug
GreABOVTaG, WG Eoye, MUBEaBaL. ol yap @AOVATELS, oipal, oUSeVL TAg ékel eTYiaG [...]; See Leone
1990, 72 (epist. 14). About the Scythian-Turkish connection — to which other contemporary au-
thors (e.g. Enea Silvio Piccolomini [Pius II] and Francesco Filelfo) likewise refer — see Bisaha
2006, 43-93, 147-150 and Carile 2008, 25-35. It is perhaps interesting to remark that some years
before also Michael Apostoles, in an epistle sent to Iohannes Argyropulos, had also referred to
the ‘savage Turks’ holding him in captivity on the Black Sea as Zk08at kai Zavpopdtat (see Stefec
2013a, epist. 4, lines 47,26-48,3); on the identification of the addressee with Argyropulos see
Rollo 2014c, 328-329.

228 ogupBovAcve 8¢ kai T) Zo@uav@ undev E5w @epecBat kal {nteiv GANo Ti, GAAG oTéPYELY TOTG
AHETEPOLG AOYOLG TE Kai Bondnpact. oUTw y&p BEATIOV EEEL TO Tipdypa. £0TLE 6 £1OG AGYOG, WG L
Bpaxéwv einelv, undév pndevi kowvohoyeiobat TV EEwbev mept ToD GUPBEVTOG EMPEVELY TE TOTG
aDTOIG 0iG MPATEPOV Kail dmdoa lwde TpdTEPOV Bpdtv ETt Spdtv Kol Lndepiov Eugaively petaBolnv
[...]; see Leone 1990, 73-74 (epist. 15).
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between Demetrios (coming from Padua) and Andronikos (coming from Flor-
ence), upon the occasion of Bessarion’s arrival in the city (that is, 9-12 May) on
his way to France. During this meeting Demetrios learned from Andronikos of
Theodoros Gazes’ recent unfavourable and unstable situation in Rome. This anx-
iety soon led Gazes to leave Rome definitively and to move to the monastery of
San Giovanni a Piro. The passage is worthy of mention for it is emblematic of the
condition of many Greeks residing in Italy:

0 8¢ MUETEPOG KaBNyepwV Beddwpog, WG EmuBopnv év Bovwvig mapd Tob Av8povikov —
AABe yap kai avTdg ek DAwpevTiag ékeioe S1a THV avTHV aitiav fiv kol el — Epetvev &v
‘Pwpn éxwv mapa Tod Nikaiag 10 YAioxpov Ekeivo artnpéatov dmep avT@ £8iSov mapwv, kal
TOPA TOD GPXIEPEWS OTATIPAG EKATOV ODG VEWOTL EMNYYEINATO TOPEREV AUTD KT
£VIUTOV. O PEVTOL BEOBWPOG ETVYXAVEV IV YEYPAPWS UIKPD TIPOGOEV f| TaDTA GKNKOEVal
nopd T00 AvBpovikou wg &v pr TUXN TpopnBeiag TvOG Topd ToD GpXlEPEWS, OVKETL
SuvAoetat SlatpiBetv v Pwpn ovde edMOpElV ikavg TV Emtndeiwv. mPoodok® ye urv
niop’ avtod Etepa ypappata SI8AEovTa fPES TG Kat avTOV AKPLREGTEPOV.

Our master Theodoros, as I heard in Bologna from Andronikos — he also came from Flor-
ence for the same reason as I did — remained in Rome, still receiving from the Nicene <Car-
dinal> that modest subsidy that the latter used to give him, along with a hundred staters
from the Pope which he had newly promised to give him every year. Well, Theodoros <him-
self> wrote to me a short while before I heard this from Andronikos that he will not be stay-
ing in Rome any longer if he does not get any further consideration from the Pope, nor will
he even be able to satisfy his basic needs. I do expect to receive other letters from him in-
forming me further about his condition.”

The Florentine stay, as the previous ones, was suddenly interrupted. We do not
know much about the reasons which prompted Kallistos to leave Florence: a com-
pelling one was probably his precarious financial situation which — as seen in
Poliziano’s elegy — had been jeopardizing Andronikos’ sojourn since 1473. Fur-
thermore, the hope of a more stable settlement, together with the loss of his clos-
est friends’ support, might have contributed to his decision.”°

229 Ed. Noiret 1887, 492 (lines 15-26). I have corrected mapuwv (Noiret) into mapwv by checking
the autograph manuscript Vat. lat. 5641, fol. 3v.

230 It should be kept in mind, for example, that Bessarion died in Ravenna on 18 November
1472, coming back from the diplomatic delegation in France on behalf of Sixtus IV; Theodoros
Gazes was to die in 1476.
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1.7 From Milan to England (1475-?)

In March 1475, Kallistos travelled to Milan. He was forced to stop in Cremona, as
a letter sent on 21 March by the duke Galeazzo Maria Sforza to his referendarius
in loco proves.?! This is a letter of intercession, in which the duke demands that
Andronikos’ capsae containing libri greci et latini be immediately returned.”?
They were temporarily seized by local authorities while waiting for the payment
of the duty fees. It is not clear whether the position held by Kallistos in Milan was
public or private, for the duke mentions some unspecified ‘servitij’, which could
hence indicate private teaching. However, it should be said that there had been
no Greek teachers in Milan since 1464, that is, since Konstantinos Laskaris left
the city.” It is also unknown whether Giorgio Valla attended Kallistos’ lectures
during this brief Milanese stay.”?*

At any rate, it is clear that this experience also turned out to be unsatisfying.
Overwhelmed by financial difficulties and tired of being disappointed,
Andronikos was even forced to sell his precious book collection to pay for his last
(as far as we know) travel. As noted in a letter to Lorenzo de’ Medici by Giovanni
Francesco Della Torre* (i.e. the buyer of the collection of ‘Andronico greccho’),
dated 10 November 1476, Kallistos used the amount of money coming from the

231 The text of the letter — first published in Motta 1893, 154 from a document kept in Milan
(Archivio di Stato, Registro missive, no. 121, fol. 56r) — is also in Cammelli 1942, 202-203.

232 The presence of Latin books in Kallistos’ collection is certainly interesting. However, none
of them has so far been identified.

233 For an account on Laskaris’ movements in these years and a further bibliography, see Or-
landi 2014c, 234.

234 In this regard, we lack evidence proving that Valla was a pupil of Kallistos in Pavia in the
year 1465, as claimed in Heiberg 1896, 10 and repeated in other contributions, e.g. Gardenal 1981,
93, Tessier 2003, 190, Raschieri 2020a, and Raschieri 2020b, 318. In his comment to the Compen-
dium of Chrysoloras’ Erotemata, Ludovico Pontico Virunio writes: [...] ut Av8povikog pei{wv ot
BOeo8wpov évi SakTOAw, bene autem facit hanc comparationem Chrysoloras, quoniam amici erant
Andronicus praeceptor nostri Georgii Vallae et Theodorus Gaza magnificus rector gymnasii Fer-
rariensis (see Rollo 2014a, 108 n. 1). We wonder whether the Greek master of Valla acting in
northern Italy in the mid-1460s may have been Andronikos Kallipolites/Kontoblakas and not
Kallistos; see supra, § 1.3.2. I am preparing a paper on this issue.

235 The text, already edited in Cammelli 1942, 206-207, is republished infra, § 3.2, together with
all the details of the purchase of Andronikos’ manuscripts.
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sale to travel to England together with a ‘signore della Morea’, who has been
identified with Georgios Hermonymos®° or Demetrios Kantakuzenos.>’

By the time of the letter by Giovanni Francesco Della Torre, Andronikos had
already left Italy for at least eight months. For there is a letter, dated 3 March 1476,
written by him from London to the Byzantine nobleman Georgios Disypatos
Palaiologos®® who was in Paris at the service of the King of France, Louis XI.
Kallistos asks for the liberation of his friend Georgios Hermonymos, charged with
espionage and arrested.”

The last document concerning Kallistos’ biography deals with the announce-
ment of his death:

T HEV YOp TV TupavvoLVTwy @eldwlia Oeddwpov £¢ dkpov nGang coiag EAnAakdta £g
KahaBpiav drmAace kai £v IIoAVKGoTpw — Ped — G80EwG Bavelv Avaykacev, AvBpovikov 8¢
Tov KaAAioTou €6 TaG PpeTTavvikag viiooug, dmov @idwv épnuog téBvrnke, OpaykovAlov 5&
dv8pa co@ov oK oida o TH iTahiag, Anptplov 8¢ &g THY matpida émavikety BapBdpolg
SouvAevovta. mapoadeinw 8¢ TOV 00OV POV kaONYNTAY Twavvny TOV ApyupdmovAov év
péon "Pwpn mevopevov kai ko EkAoTnV TAG £auTtod BiBAoug dnodidopevov.*°

236 See Pietrobelli 2009, 97 n. 48. As pointed out in Martinelli Tempesta 2020a, 194 n. 33, the
identification with Hermonymos raises some issues. We do not know much about Hermonymos’
movements, besides the fact that he had already been travelling abroad on diplomatic delegation
since June 1473 (see Kalatzi 2009, 39, 44—-49); at any rate — as Martinelli Tempesta observes — in
1475 Hermonymos was already in England.

237 See Harris 1995, 146-147. Recently, Botley 2019, 187-188 also suggested that Kallistos’ trav-
elling companion might be Demetrios Kantakuzenos. In Botley’s view, this Kantakuzenos is to
be identified with a namesake, a lesser-known scribe [= RGK II 129], whose activity began in
London in 1476, that is at the time of Kallistos’ arrival in England. Botley’s hypothesis, as fasci-
nating as it may be, is not supported so far by strong evidence. On Kantakuzenos see Martinelli
Tempesta 2020a, 188-189, 194 n. 33.

238 See PLP 5531.

239 For more details on this, see Kalatzi 2009. The text of the letter first appeared in Boissonade
1833, 420-426 (then in PG 161, cols 1017-1020); it is published again in the Appendix to the pre-
sent volume. Andronikos passed through France on his way to England, as reported by Raffaele
Maffei da Volterra (see Cammelli 1942, 199, 213), for he tells us he visited Hermonymos more than
once in Paris. For Kallistos’ letter to Georgios Disypatos Palaiologos, see infra, Appendix 6.

240 1 give here the text as edited by Martinez Manzano 1994, 161-162 (with slight modifications
after collating fol. 148rv of Matr. 4620); a Spanish translation is in Martinez Manzano 1998, 167—
169. This testomony contrasts the aforementioned record by Raffaele Maffei (demum in Galliam
comatam penetravit [...] ubi parvo post tempore, cum esset iam magnopere senex, morbo exstinc-
tus est, reported in Cammelli 1942, 199, 213), according to which Kallistos died in France and not
in England shortly after his arrival. We ask therefore also in this case whether Maffei might have
merged different pieces of information referring to Kallistos and Kontoblakas (see supra, §1.3.2).
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The avarice of the rulers drove Theodoros [scil. Gazes], who had reached the top in every
branch of knowledge, to Calabria and forced him — alas — to die in obscurity in Policastro,
Andronikos Kallistos to the British Isles, where he died without friends, Frankulios [scil.
Serbopulos], a learned man, I do not know in which part of Italy, Demetrios [scil. Kastrenos]
to return to his homeland at the service of barbarians. And I do not speak of my learned master
Iohannes Argyropulos, who lives in misery in Rome and has to pawn his books every day.

These lines come from a letter sent by Konstantinos Laskaris to the Spanish
scholar and poet Juan Pardo.* The passage about Iohannes Argyropulos is fun-
damental to defining the timeframe in which the letter was composed. Since Ar-
gyropulos was still alive when the letter was written*? and his books were sold
between October 1481 and November 1484, the epistle was composed between
1481 and 1484 and, consequently, the year 1484 itself represents the ultimate
chronological terminus ante quem for Kallistos’ death. Due to the absolute lack of
information, it is not possible to state with any precision the date, which neces-
sarily occurred between 1476 and 1484. Still, it is significant that no manuscript
evidence (neither in form of books nor of letters) has come to light to date con-
cerning his sojourn in England; and this might be an indication that he probably
did not live very long on the island after landing in 1476.

Table 1.2: Andronikos Kallistos in Quattrocento epistolaries.

Date Sender Addressee

<July 1453 - Bessarion
March 1455>

Theodoros Gazes

28 April <1459> Andronikos Kallistos Palla Strozzi

<April 1459 - John Free Ludovico Carbone
December 1460>

1)anuary 1461 Francesco Filelfo Palla Strozzi

28 January 1461 Francesco Filelfo Palla Strozzi

19 April 1461 Francesco Filelfo Palla Strozzi

<before 14627?> Michael Apostoles Andronikos <Kallistos> ?

<before 14627?> Michael Apostoles Andronikos <Kallistos> ?

241 See PLP 21930 (with further bibliography) and Martinez Manzano 1998, 4, 12, 14, 18, 167.
242 Argyropulos was to die on 26 June 1487; see Bigi 1962 (with further bibliography).
243 See Mercati 1910, 580.
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Date Sender Addressee

19 May 1462 Bessarion Michael Apostoles
19 May 1462 Bessarion Andronikos Kallistos
5June 1462 Nikolaos Sekundinos Andronikos Kallistos

<1463 - 1465>

Andronikos Kallistos

Demetrios Chalkondyles

26 April 1464 Francesco Filelfo Alberto Parisi
27 April 1464 Francesco Filelfo Andronikos Kallistos
29 April 1464 Francesco Filelfo Andronikos Kallistos

31 October 1464

Francesco Filelfo

Alberto Parisi

21 March 1465

Francesco Filelfo

Argino da Busseto

21 March 1465

Francesco Filelfo

Bernardo Moretti

21 March 1465

Francesco Filelfo

Andronikos Kallistos

28 August 1466

Francesco Filelfo

Andronikos Kallistos

21 January 1469

Francesco Filelfo

Theodoros Gazes

<18 September 1467 -
18 March 1471>

Theodoros Gazes

Marco Barbo

23 August 1471

Bessarion

Lorenzo de’ Medici

<12 May 1472 -
21 March 1475>

Demetrios Chalcondyles

Giovanni Lorenzi

9 August <1472>

Theodoros Gazes

Andronikos Kallistos

<9 August —
18 November 1472>

Theodoros Gazes

Andronikos Kallistos

<18 November 1472 -
21 March 1475>

Michael Apostoles

Andronikos Kallistos

6 February 1473

Francesco Filelfo

Lorenzo de’ Medici

21 March 1475

Galeazzo Maria Sforza

Sforza’s referendarius in
Cremona

3 March 1476

Andronikos Kallistos

Georgios Disypatos Palaiologos

10 November 1476

Gian Francesco Della Torre

Lorenzo de’ Medici

19 March 1480

Angelo Poliziano

Lorenzo de’ Medici
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Date Sender Addressee
<October 1481 - Konstantinos Laskaris Juan Pardo
November 1484>

1 September 1483

Ermolao Barbaro

Giorgio Merula

14 October 1492

Antonio Urceo Codro

Aldo Manuzio




2 Tracing Manuscripts in Time and Space: On
Kallistos’ Scribal Activity

The present chapter gives an outline of Kallistos’ scribal activity, beginning with
the earliest manuscripts produced when he was still living in the territories of the
collapsing Byzantine Empire and the very first scribal tasks accomplished in Italy
(i.e. at Bessarion’s residence, in Bologna). Next comes an analysis of Kallistos’
manuscript production between Padua, Ferrara, Bologna, Rome and Florence.
Manuscripts that were part of his own book collection are distinguished from
those that were not. Palaeographic remarks close the chapter.

2.1 The beginnings, from Byzantium to Italy

The first batch of evidence about Andronikos’ scribal activity consists of manu-
scripts, which can be all linked back to the years of his presence in the Byzantine
East, between Constantinople and Crete.

2.1.1 Crete (before 1453)

As already highlighted in the previous chapter, the manuscript Par. Suppl. gr. 541
(Plate 1) presents clear Byzantine codicological features and may therefore be
used as a starting point for this analysis. Dieter Harlfinger' is credited with having
identified the watermark Fleur we have already been focusing on while speaking
of the Paris manuscript in the first codicological unit of the codex Erlangen, Uni-
versitdtsbhibliothek, A 4 (= fols 1-71, Arist., Phys.), which is likewise in the hand
of Kallistos (Plate 2). One might infer therefore that this unit also was manufac-
tured in the Byzantine East and, more precisely, in Crete. However, before draw-
ing any conclusion, one should first widen the range of investigation to gather
more evidence.

The scrutiny of Kallistos’ manuscripts brought to light more samples of books
bearing the watermark Fleur 80 Harlfinger. Among these is Vat. Ross. 1025 (see
Fig. 2.1), which contains Aristotle’s De anima along with Philoponos’ commentary.>

1 See Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 136.
2 For bibliographical references and a description, see infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 45).

@ Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-002
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Fig. 2.1: Ross. 1025, fol. 3r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

Also this volume, made up of two coeval codicological units (I = fols X-33; II =
34-309), presents both the Fleur and the Enclume featured in Par. Suppl. gr. 541°
and in the Erlangensis. We currently lack reliable critical studies on the textual
transmission of Aristotle’s De anima* and Philoponos’ commentary, which would
help to identify the antigraph of Vat. Ross. 1025. Yet, an interesting clue comes
from a record written down by Kallistos at fol. Xv. The text of this record’® is found
in a group of manuscripts originating from Cretan scriptoria, such as Berol. gr.
fol. 67 (now kept in Krakéw), copied by Georgios Tzangaropulos, and Scor. T.I1.21,
realized around the year 1464/1465 by the protonotarius Andreas, a collaborator
of Michael Apostoles in Crete.® With regard to the commentary of Philoponos,
partial collations of some recentiores provided an equally valuable insight to the
hypothesis of a Cretan origin of the Rossianus, for its text proved akin to that of
Ambr. D 80 inf.,” a book manufactured by the Cretan scribe Thomas Bitzimanos,?
and to that of the Mutin. a V.6.11,° which is in the hand of Aristobulos Apostoles,
son of Michael.’®

3 Seesupra, §1.2.2.

4 For an attempt at an identification of some families, see Siwek 1965.

5 Inc.: v pUév Tf] PUOLKT] AKPOGTEL...; expl.: ...GpXMV Gvayel Tov Adyov. For the whole text of the
record (to be found also in Bern. 135, Ambr. F 113 sup., and Vrat. Rehd. 15 [see Aristoteles Graecus
1976, suo loco)) refer to Konstantinides 1887, 216—217; see infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 45).

6 See for this Rashed 2001, 265-270. Furthermore, Ambr. G 61 sup. (owned by Lauro Quirini,
who was active in Crete) has been identified by Rashed as common ancestor of this group of
manuscripts for the text of De generatione et corruptione.

7 Martini and Bassi 1906, II, 1031.

8 RGK1141=11187 =1II 236.

9 Puntoni 1896, 505.

10 RGK127 =1138 =III 46. The clearest evidence of the relationship between these manuscripts
is the abrupt interruption of the text (due to difficulties in reading the damaged antigraph) they
present in the second book of the work by the words 4épog Aéyw kai D8aTOG ... AUV CWpHATOG
peta&d 1 dvtiinig (lo. Phlp., in Arist de an., ed. Hayduck 1897, 426,27-33). While waiting for
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Material analysis of the codex Cambridge, University Library, Nn.III.18 qual-
ifies it as being another sample of Andronikos’ scribal activity in Byzantium. A
volume containing Thucydides’ historical work (see Plate 3), the Cantabrigensis
provides evidence for the drawing Fleur and, in addition, for the aforementioned
watermark Enclume." Moreover, Powell’s pioneering studies on the transmission
of Thucydides’ text reveal that this manuscript (siglum N) descends from a lost
antigraph, from which in turn an entirely Cretan strand of the tradition stems. To
this branch belongs a handful of manuscripts copied by scribes active on the is-
land between 1450 and 1475, such as Michael Apostoles, Michael Lygizos, Anto-
nios Damilas, and Georgios Tzangaropulos.”

Even in Cambridge, less than a one-mile-walk from the University Library,
another manuscript written entirely in the hand of Kallistos is preserved. A wit-
ness to the text of Herodotus’ Historiae, the codex no. 30 (1.2.9) today kept at the
Emmanuel College interestingly shows the same codicological and palaeo-
graphic features as the former.” The analysis of the watermarks has brought to
light once more evidence for both the drawings Fleur and Enclume.” We are usu-
ally able to identify the models from which Kallistos derived the texts copied in
the manuscripts made in Italy; this is not the case with the antigraph of the Cam-
bridge Herodotus, which is believed to have gone missing.” This might be an-
other hint pointing toward a genesis in the East from a lost Byzantine source.

While cataloguing manuscripts in Venice, Elpidio Mioni recognized Fleur 80
Harlfinger (= Briquet 6306) among the leaves of Marc. gr. Z. 374. This contains

further investigation, one can outline three hypotheses: 1. the Ambrosianus and the Mutinensis,
undoubtedly more recent than the Rossianus, are both descendants of the latter; 2. the Ambro-
sianus is a copy of the Mutinensis or viceversa (one of them being, in this case, a sibling to the
Rossianus); 3. the Rossianus, the Ambrosianus, and the Mutinensis are all siblings to each other
and descend from the same unidentified ancestor, available on the island between 1450 and
1475.

11 While in Italy, Kallistos was to restore the codex and correct the text by collating it with two
other witnesses: Marc. gr. VII 5 (owned by Palla Strozzi) and Par. Suppl. gr. 255; see more infra,
§5.2.1and 5.2.2.

12 See Powell 1938b, 105.

13 Powell 1937 is credited with having established a comparison between the Cambridge Thu-
cydides and the Cambridge Herodotus.

14 For a description, see infra, 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 2).

15 The Cantabrigensis is the only fifteenth-century manuscript which has been taken into ac-
count because of its interesting readings in the newly published critical edition by Nigel G. Wil-
son (siglum S); see Wilson 2015a and Wilson 2015b.
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books I-V of Diodorus’ Bibliotheca Historica, copied almost entirely by Androni-
kos Kallistos (Plate 4).'° As far as I am aware, it has never been pointed out that
fol. 166v is not the work of Andronikos, but of another scribe acting in mid-fif-
teenth century Crete, i.e. <Iohannes Rhosos> (Fig. 2.2).”” To my knowledge, this is
one of the earliest pieces of evidence of Rhosos’ scribal activity before he moved
to Italy.

Fig. 2.2: Marc. gr. Z. 374, fol. 166v; © Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana.

Other leaves of the Marcianus bear the drawings Enclume (similar to Briquet 5956)
and Monts dans un cercle sommés d’une croix (vaguely similar to Briquet 11882),
i.e. the same watermarks we already came across while investigating Par. Suppl.
gr. 541 and Erlangensis A 4. This is a hint that these three pieces were manufac-
tured at the same time. From a stemmatic perspective, the Venice Diodorus has
turned out to be a sibling of Mutin. a U.8.3,"® a book copied and subscribed by

16 Mioni 1985a, 132-133.

17 Another anonymous copyist, whose handwriting resembles that of the so-called Anonymus
MA Stefec (see Stefec 2013b, 224) and whose participation in the making of the book had been so
far overlooked, is responsible for the copy of <fol. 128r>.

18 Chamoux and Bertrac 1993, LXXXII-LXXXIV and XCVII.
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Michael Apostoles in Crete.” Their antigraph is Ambr. F 110 sup., for which a Cre-
tan origin is likely too.?* Thus, the common source of both the Marcianus by Kal-
listos and the Mutinensis by Apostoles must have been available on the island
around the middle of the fifteenth century.

According to this data, the first codicological unit (= fols 1-8) of Ambr. L 35
sup. (Fig. 2.3) can also be included into this group.

Fig. 2.3: Ambr. L 35 sup., fol. 2r; © Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana.

In this quaternio, Andronikos transcribed a short text entitled Ae&ikov cuvonTIKOV
KaTd oToLKEloV, which seems to stem from Zonaras’ lexicon.? The features of Kal-
listos” writing convincingly match the aforementioned ones. In addition, there
are further hints pointing at a Cretan origin of this quaternio: 1. this alphabetical
lexicon has been transcribed on paper bearing the aforementioned watermark
Enclume; 2. the fact that this codicological unit belongs to a composite manu-
script merging sections copied by the Cretan scribe Michael Lygizos (units III =
fols 13-48 and IV = fols 49-150, with the exception of fol. 116),? and by <Angelo

19 The subscription at fol. 215v reads: MixafjAog AmooTtoAng Bulavtiog petd v GAwow Tiig
avTtod naTpidog mevig oui@v kot Ve TV BiPAov pob® €v Kpntn é&€ypapev; see the descrip-
tion in Puntoni 1896, 497-498. I report here the discovery of some marginalia in the hand of
<Apostoles> in the ‘Cretan’ manuscript Berol. Phillipps 1615 (Demosthenes); see fols 6r, 10r, 15v,
37v, 69r, 112r.

20 This manuscript was to belong to the collection of Manuel Sophianos later on. See Pontani
1991.

21 See Studemund 1886, 117. Stefano Martinelli Tempesta is credited with the discovery of An-
dronikos’ handwriting (see Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 108, 109, 132-133, 136). The scholar also
identified a marginal annotation in the hand of Georgios Alexandros Chomatas at fol. 30r (see
Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 132, 138).

22 Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 140.
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Vadio> (fol. 116 and unit V [= fols 151-160]), a learned man who resided in Crete
in the mid-fifteenth century and was presumably the owner of the book;? 3. the
presence of the original Byzantine/Cretan leather binding, whose decorations
bear similarities to those of Par. Suppl. gr. 541.

The scribal activity of Kallistos in the East — as well as at a later time in Italy
— did not only consist in the copying of manuscripts. A complementary aspect
concerns the restoration of old books, most dating from the twelfth to the four-
teenth century, belonging to his collection. In this regard, material analysis has
brought to light historical and cultural aspects related to Andronikos’ work as
instaurator, such as the identification of the place and time in which this task was
performed and the identification of the manuscripts used as antigraphs for the
recovery of missing passages of the text.

For the works by Nikephoros Blemmydes handed down in the manuscript
Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71 (a thirteenth-century-book that was to end up a few
decades later in the hands of Giorgio Valla)* we are now provided with reliable
data confirming that the restoration was performed in Crete, in all likelihood be-
fore 1453. First, the watermarks® found in these parts of the manuscript (fols 107-
114, 127-139, 147-149, 151-157; see a specimen at Fig. 2.4) point to a Byzan-
tine/Cretan origin. In addition, the antigraph used for completing the text
(Monac. gr. 225) proved to be available at that time on the island.*

23 For the Greek writing of Angelo Vadio da Rimini, which we identify in the Ambr. L 35 sup.,
refer to Stefec 2012b.

24 Seeinfra, §3.3.

25 Monts <dans un cercle> 84 Harlfinger (similar to that of Erlang. A 4, see below) fols 112, 114,
127/134; Téte humaine similar to Briquet 15616 (1448-1456; same as Oxon. Barocci 63 [see more
data below]) fols 129/132, 130/131; Monts 52 Harlfinger (similar to that of Erlang. A 4, see below)
fols 136/139, 149, 152/156, 153/157.

26 See Valente 2021, 37-42.
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Fig. 2.4: Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71, fol. 109r; © Bodleian Library.

Accordingly, Kallistos completed the text of the Vind. Suppl. gr. 23 (Plutarch) by
supplementing the missing section (fols 1-40). The material aspects (writing and
watermarks) indicate a rather early date for the restoration. Furthermore, Rudolf
S. Stefec discovered in this manuscript marginalia in the hand of Lauro Quirini,
whose activity in Crete is well known.”

Finally, despite the lack of a philological proof, codicological evidence (in
addition to an apparent palaeographic homogeneity with all the previous find-
ings) leads to the conclusion that the restoration of Mutin. a U.9.10, a collection
of rhetorical works, was also undertaken on the island of Crete. For in its restored
sections (fols 2r-25v, 95r-102v, 191r-215r), the aforementioned drawing Enclume
appears.

2.1.1.1 The apographs of Par. gr. 2403

In a fundamental study on the exegetical tradition of the Odyssey, Filippomaria
Pontani highlighted a few years ago the importance of the witness Par. gr. 2403
(thirteenth—fourteenth century, siglum D). This manuscript contains, in addition
to Homer’s work, a unique sylloge of texts of different genres (Cleomedes, Aratus,
Lycophron, Pindar and Nicander). With reference to the Odyssey, Pontani’s phil-
ological investigations have brought to light the dependence of a section of the
manuscript Mutin. a U.9.22 (see Plate 5), copied by Andronikos Kallistos, on the
Par. gr. 2403.%

27 See Stefec 2012a, 42-43. For more details about Quirini’s activity see also Stefec 2014, 173-
174, 192-193 and Martinez Manzano 2019b, 193-199, 206. I recently found other traces of his
Greek and Latin writing in <Vat. gr. 2364> (see e.g. fols 145r-147v).

28 Pontani 2011, 277-282, 371-377.
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Nothing definite is known so far about the history of the Paris codex before
its stay in Venice in the mid-1500s and its entry into the library of Jean Hurault de
Boistaillé. Pontani had put forward the hypothesis of a Florentine location of the
codex, which in theory is not incompatible with what is known about Androni-
kos’ biography. However, the codicological features and the writing that charac-
terize the aforementioned section of the Mutinensis prove to be incompatible
with a dating consistent with the timespan spent by Kallistos in Florence (1471-
1474); furthermore, both codicological and palaeographic features of the
Mutinensis are somewhat closer to those of the manuscripts described so far in
the previous pages, which are proper examples of ‘Byzantine’ production. It is
therefore necessary to consider the hypothesis that Kallistos consulted the Paris
manuscript (or an apograph of it) in the East, before his arrival in Italy.

It is worth noting in this regard that from Par. gr. 2403 descend not only some
of the scholia to the Odyssey, but also other texts copied by Andronikos and scat-
tered today in several books belonging to his collection. For Cleomedes’
Caelestia, the Paris manuscript has been identified as an antigraph of the Laur.
Ashb. 1599 (fols 113r-152v) (see Plate 6).” From the same model Andronikos took
the scholia to Aratus® for his Mutin. a T.9.14 (fols 1r-53r) (see Plate 7) where he
also copied the Alexandra of Lycophron (fols 116r-188r, along with the commen-
tary of Tzetzes) and the Hymns of Pindar (fols 188r-262v); it is striking that for
both Lycophron and Pindar a dependence of the Mutinensis on Par. gr. 2403 has
been likewise recognized. The last work for which the Paris manuscript has been
identified as an antigraph to a book belonging to Kallistos is the Theriaka of
Nicander,* copied in Mutin. a T.9.2 (fols 68r-98r) (Plate 8). In addition, from a
codicological point of view, significant concurrences between these manuscripts
deserve to be noted: the watermark Monts — in a very small-format variant, un-
fortunately unknown to the repertoires — that I found in the leaves of the Aratus
Mutin. o T.9.14 (e.g. at fols 21/24 and 30/31) is identical to that found in the Nican-
der Mutin. a T.9.2; in this codicological unit there is also another variant of the
drawing Monts — likewise unknown to the repertoires and vaguely similar to the

29 Todd 1990, IX.

30 Martin 1974, XI-XII.

31 See Giinther 1999, 325 (with references to Lycophron) and Irigoin 1952, 377-390, especially
386-387 (for Pindar). As noticed by Irigoin, it is remarkable that some of the other witnesses to
the text belonging to the same branch are by the hand of Cretan scribes.

32 Jacques 2002, CLI-CLVII.
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type Briquet 11654 (Vicenza 1449) — which I found identical in some units of
Mutin. a U.9.22.3

Therefore, it is evident that at a certain moment of his ‘Byzantine’ activity
Kallistos must have had at his disposal a single manuscript, most likely the Paris
codex itself (or one of its apographs), containing all these texts combined to-
gether. A valuable clue to the location of the model used by Andronikos comes
from Jacques’ researches on the tradition of the Theriaka of Nicander. He has
identified Par. gr. 2403 as the progenitor of a family, which he renamed the ‘Cre-
tan family’.* In fact, the common denominator among the witnesses to this fam-
ily coming from the Paris manuscript is that they were written by copyists, whose
origin and/or activity is known to be Cretan: an example is Vat. Urb. gr. 145, be-
longing to Angelo Vadio and copied by Michael Lygizos and Georgios Tribizias.

In conclusion, according to this information, it is possible that Andronikos
consulted and used Par. gr. 2403 (or an apograph of it) as a model during his time
spent in Crete, the traces of which have been reconstructed in these pages.

2.1.1.2 Tracing the footsteps of an unknown scribe: The Anonymus p-n
Gamillscheg

The manuscript Mutin. a U.9.18 (Nemesius, De natura hominis) is wholly in the
hand of a still unidentified scribe. Ernst Gamillscheg was the first to recognise
Andronikos’ handwriting in this small in-quarto made of paper bearing the wa-
termark Monts similar to the type 11656 Briquet. In this case, Kallistos’ work
merely consists of the addition of titles and initials in red ink (see Fig. 2.5).
Gamillscheg assigned to the main scribe the nom de plume of Anonymus B-m, in
accordance with the peculiarity of the shape of these letters.* The source for
Nemesius’ text is the manuscript Lond. Harley 5685, a manuscript that seems to
have remained mostly in the territories of the former Byzantine Empire through-
out the fifteenth century.*

33 The same watermark is also found in Mutin. a Q.5.20, in the section of the scholia to Pindar
(fols 116-181), for which, to my knowledge, no dependence on Par. gr. 2403 has yet been
acknowledged.

34 Jacques 2002, CLI-CLVIIL.

35 See Gamillscheg 1978, 238. At a later time Andronikos added on the lower margin his char-
acteristic ‘double’ quire numeration with Greek letters (a'-1") and Arabic numerals (see more in-
fra, § 6.1) and bound this manuscript together with Mutin. a U.9.3 (1o'~xn); see Gamillscheg
1978, 238 n. 63.

36 See Morani 1981, 7-15.
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Fig. 2.5: Mutin. a U.9.18, fol. 37r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

The Anonymus’ handwriting has been discovered by Gamillscheg in another book
from Andronikos’ library, Mutin. a W.5.5. This in-folio miscellaneous collection of
lexicographic works was produced by the Anonymus B-mt (Fig. 2.6) in collabora-
tion with several scribes (Kallistos, Georgios Tzangaropulos,” Emmanuel Zacha-
rides,” and another unknown copyist); it is worth noting that both Tzangaropu-
los and Zacharides are scribes known to have been active in Crete in the mid-
fifteenth century. In codicological terms, this manuscript bears evidence for pa-
per watermarked Enclume in the aforementioned type similar to 5955 Briquet, i.e.
a witness to the manuscript production on the island.

Fig. 2.6: Mutin. a W.5.5, fol. 22r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

37 SeeRGK172=11193 =1II121.
38 See RGK1114 =11146 =111189. For a detailed account of the scribes participating in the copy
of the Mutinensis, see infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 28).
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According to these findings, it seems that the collaboration between Kallistos and
Anonymus B-nt took place during the late 1440s and early 1450s on the island of
Crete. Thanks to new data it is possible to clarify this picture.

In the University Library of Bologna, there is another manuscript mostly cop-
ied by the Anonymus. This is the Bonon. 2638, a tiny codex® consisting of three
independent units with a currently upset order of sheets and quires. The second
unit (= fols 92, 38—-43, 99, 44-91; rhetorical-grammatical writings by Planudes),
which bears the same paper watermarked Monts found in Mutin. a U.9.18, is en-
tirely in the hand of <Anonymus B-mt>; and <Andronikos>, just like in the Modena
manuscript, is responsible for the addition of initials and titles in light-red ink*°

39 I give here a more detailed description of the manuscript than that found infra, § 6.2 (cata-
logue entry no. 65). Paper, fifteenth century (ante 1453), mm 206 x 141, fols I+117+0’ [blanks 23—
26]. Composite manuscript, made of three codicological units: I (= fols 1-37; Constantinople?);
II (= fols 92, 38-43, 99, 44-91); III (= fols 93-98, 100-117). Formerly kept in the library of the
convent of Canonici Regolari di San Salvatore. The watermark found in the first unit, copied by
an unknown scribe, is a drawing Ciseaux without correspondence; see fols 9/16, 12/13, 2/26. The
order of the folios is incorrect. Quire composition: 1-28; 33*4*1 (= fols 17-22, 27, 29 + 23-26 + 28);
48, To the original leaves of the third quire (= 17-22, 27, 29) a binio was added (= 23-26) along
with a single leaf (= 28). Numeration with Greek letters (a'-8') in the lower central margin of the
first sheet. The written area is mm 23[129]54 x 23[81]35 (25 lines, ruling scheme Sautel-Leroy
20D1n). Contents (excerpts from grammar treatises): 1r Avayvwol§ ca@eotatn mdG Oel
ovvtdooew (fragments; inc.: PO MGVTWV BET YVWOKeEWY, OTL TRV Pripa eDOTa £v EQUTE TEPLEXEL
[see Vind. Phil. gr. 347, fol. 139r and Lond. Harley 5744, fol. 15r]); 5r Georg. Choer., De figuris
poeticis (inc. taong noaAads kal véag ypagfic); 9v loseph Rhakend., Synopsis artis rhetoricae 18
(inc.: T& TAG Aé€ewg madn A &nd mAeovaopod [cf. Tryphon, De passionibus dictionum 3]); 14v
Tryphon De passionibus dictionum 1 (inc.: & 1@V Aé&gwv nadn ig Vo yevikwTtata Stoupodvrar);
16v Manuel Moschop., De vocum passionibus 1 (inc.: £€v Toig mabsot TV Aé&ewv); 19v [lo. Phlp.]
De dialectis (inc.: 81dAexT0G £0Tt YAWTTN i8iwpa); 29v Manuel Moschop., De dialectis (inc.: 4G
Budhextog Aéyetan 1y T@v Twvwv); 35r Max. Planudes, Atticismi (inc.: Avti to elnelv pvnpovedw
70D 8€tvog). The second codicological unit (= fols 92, 38-43, 99, 44-91) was probably made in
Crete (c. 1445-1453). At e.g. fols 46/49, 77/82 a watermark Monts (small-sized) is found, without
correspondence. Quire composition: 12 (= 92, 38-43, 99), 2-7%. Numeration with Greek letter (a'—
(') in the lower outer margin of the first sheet and lower inner margin of the last sheet, in the
hand of <Anonymus B-n Gamillscheg>. The written area is mm 19[156]29 x 22[91]29 (29 lines, rul-
ing scheme Sautel-Leroy 22D1b). Contents: 92r Max. Planudes, Dialogus grammaticalis; De syn-
taxi (des. mut.: £vepyeiv Te kai téoxew 113,8 Bachmann). Finally, the third (incomplete) unit is
made of fols 93-98, 100-117. We do not know whether also this part, which is the work of an
unknown scribe, was made in Crete (c. 1460-1490, according to the watermarks [Téte de boeuf
without correspondence; see fols 95/96, 111/112]). Quire composition: 18? (wants 1 and 8), 2-38,
4?; the numeration is missing. The written area is mm 18[158]29 x 23[92]28 (28 lines, ruling
scheme Sautel-Leroy 20D1). This unit contains part of Aelius Aristides’ Contra Platonem (inc.
mut.: oDTwG eixov MoTe Pnde 202,18 Jebb).

40 See fols 44r, 48v, 50v, 51r, 52v, 56r, 62r, 631, 69r, 721, 761, 771V, 79V, 81V, 831, 841, 92r1.
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(Fig. 2.7), which is the same used for both Mutin. a U.9.18 and Mutin. a W.5.5.
Moreover, other codicological features of Mutin. a W.5.5 are identical to those of
Mutin. a U.9.18: it is size and mise en page (with regard to written area, ruling
scheme, number of lines per page). This may suggest that the concepteur of the
manuscript was Kallistos himself, to whom at least the Mutinensis belonged with
certainty.

Fig. 2.7: Bonon. 2638, fol. 77r; © Biblioteca Universitaria.

Moreover, a manuscript kept in Oxford at the Bodleian Library, Barocci 63, shows
evidence of a scribal collaboration which likely took place in Crete. This codex is
quite problematic from both palaeographic and codicological points of view. It is
composed of five independent codicological units. The first, the fourth and the
fifth are not of interest within the scope of the present topic. The second one is
wholly in the hand of Michael Lygizos,* whose scribal activity on the island has
already been mentioned. The third codicological unit (= fols 120-183) deserves a
closer look. Despite the fact that the current order of the leaves is extremely
messy, this unit is codicologically homogeneous. Aubrey Diller first signalled the
presence of Kallistos (Fig. 2.8) as one of the scribes responsible for the transcrip-
tion of works by Libanius and Aelius Aristides.*

41 Identification in RGK 1.
42 Diller 1967, 408-409.
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Fig. 2.8: Oxon. Barocci 63, fol. 129v; © Bodleian Library.

A collaborator of Kallistos was, in this case, Georgios Tribizias. A third scribe,
whose handwriting has so far been confused with Kallistos’,” worked together
with both Kallistos and Tribizias. It is the same copyist responsible for a single
sheet (<fol. 201v>) in Par. Suppl. gr. 541.* We can compare here the Oxoniensis
(Fig. 2.9, lines 1-4 of the picture, up to the word Tavtnv) and the Parisinus (see
below, Fig. 2.12), which has already been presented as a remarkable witness to
Andronikos’ scribal activity in the Byzantine East. Finally, it has been so far over-
looked that lines 22-29 of fol. 135r are the work of another scribe, who is none
other than <Anonymus B-m> (Fig. 2.9 [last lines]).*

43 So Diller 1967, and more recently, Liakou-Kropp 2002, 164, who speaks of variations in writ-
ing (‘Schriftschwankungen’). A first attempt towards a distinction of the hands is in Rollo 2014b,
288; see more infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 31).

44 See also supra, §1.2.2 and 2.1.1.

45 ]found the hand of this anonymous scribe in another manuscript as well which is not related
to the activity of Andronikos Kallistos: <Ott. gr. 210> (see e.g. fol. 72r and following).
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Fig. 2.9: Oxon. Barocci 63, fol. 135r; © Bodleian Library.

It may be worth noting that some features of the mise en page (e.g. c. mm 160 x
90 for the written area and 29 lines per page) closely resemble those of many
aforementioned manuscripts. The results of the analysis of the watermarks also
point in this case to its originating in the East before Constantinople’s fall.*® More-
over, the inclusion itself in the Barocci collection may suggest that this book was
kept for a long time in Crete.”

New evidence of the collaboration between Kallistos and Anonymus B-n fi-
nally comes from the leaves of another codex now belonging to the same collec-
tion and of proven Cretan origin, i.e. Barocci 76. This well known book, contain-
ing the so-called Konstantinos Laskaris’ Desideraten-Liste,*® is made up of
numerous independent codicological units. In the first volume of RGK and in
more recent contributions the work of scribes such as Michael Lygizos, Michael
Apostoles (along with his collaborator Anonymus MA Stefec)® and Andreas Do-
nos had already been signalled. We can add that three leaves (<fols 363r-365v>)
of a unit which is now unfortunately incomplete are in the hand of the <Anonymus
B-nt Gamillscheg> (see Fig. 2.10 and 2.11, lines 6—9); moreover, as seen in previous

46 See infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 31).

47 Asis well known, Francesco Barocci (1537-1604) was born in Candia and spent a long period
of his life in Crete, where he purchased many Greek manuscripts.

48 See on this issue Martinez Manzano 1998, 55, 59.

49 Identification in Stefec 2014, 197.
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cases, <Andronikos Kallistos> is here responsible for the addition of initials and
titles in light-red ink, along with some marginal notes (Fig. 2.10). Annotations to
this section have been applied on the outer margins, probably at a later time, by
Lygizos, who likewise copied the text of Synkellos in the Par. gr. 2557 (fols 1r—
50r).%°

Fig. 2.10: Oxon. Barocci 76, fol. 364r; © Bodleian Library.

Finally, it is noteworthy that the hand who wrote the title of the work at the be-
ginning of fol. 363r (ManA mpeoButépou kai ouyyélov [sic] ToD GrmoaTtoAkod
Bpovou TV iepocohpwy peBodog etc.; see Fig. 2.11, lines 1-5) matches with that
of the unknown scribe collaborating with Kallistos in the making of Barocci 63
and Par. Suppl. gr. 541.”!

50 From a philological point of view, what little remains of Michael Synkellos’ text handed
down by Barocci 76 reveals apparent similarities with that of Par. gr. 2557. Also the diagram t@v
ovopdTwv supplemented by Kallistos in the outer margin of fol. 364r of Barocci 76 has been re-
produced by Lygizos in the lower margin of fol. 2v of Par. gr. 2557.

51 One could gather in this small corpus also the writing of the first unit of Neap II.F.32, which
bears the watermark Fleur 80 Harlfinger and which had been so far attributed to the hand of
Kallistos. See Harlfinger 1974-1980, s.v. Fleur, Tour, Monts and Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 138
(Harlfinger). The identification with Kallistos, which is in this case not convincing, has been re-
peated in Gamillscheg 1978, 236 n. 45, Formentin 1995, 157 and in more recent contributions,
such as Parenza 2014, 361.
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Fig. 2.11: Oxon. Barocci 76, fol. 363r; © Bodleian Library.

Fig. 2.12: Par. Suppl. gr. 541, fol. 201v; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

2.1.2 Constantinople?

While investigating the activity of Byzantine refugees participating in Italian Hu-
manism, we frequently experience a paradox. We easily succeed in reading, ana-
lysing, and dating their books when these date back to the period of their activity
in Italy; on the contrary, it is considerably more difficult to investigate the traces
of their intellectual engagement in Byzantium due to the destruction of books and
scholarly materials after the fall of the Empire. Yet it was there that these scholars
accomplished their education, purchased books and copied them for themselves.
As far as Andronikos is concerned, while it has been possible to narrow down his
activity on the island of Crete in the years immediately preceding his arrival in
Italy, it is much more difficult to single out books that can be traced back to an
earlier period, namely to his time in Constantinople.
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The aforementioned Erlangensis A 4 is made up of six independent codico-
logical units.” Besides the drawing Fleur (unit I)* pointing to Crete, different wa-
termarks are found within other sections copied by Kallistos (units II, III and V);
while sharing a dating from the late 1440s until the early 1450s, they may how-
ever indicate a provenance from elsewhere. They are Monts <dans un cercle> 84
Harlfinger (mid-fifteenth century; unit II [= fols 72-79]) and Monts 52 Harlfinger
(almost identical to 11656 Briquet [c. 1438-1453, variously located]; units III [=
fols 80-102] and V [= fols 209-264]).

As has been demonstrated in recent times, the text of Aristotle’s Parva natu-
ralia contained in the third codicological unit of the Erlangensis (= fols 80-102)
descends from a lost source which was still preserved in the territories of the Byz-
antine Empire before the fall of Constantinople and had no progeny in the frame
of Italian humanism.* Likewise, the existence of a lost Byzantine source — maybe
Constantinopolitan — shall be assumed with regard to the fifth unit (= fols 209-
264) containing Plato’s Gorgias, Lysis, Menexenus and Clitophon. For both Lysis
and Clitophon a derivation from Vat. gr. 226 owned by Manuel Chrysoloras has
already been traced back.”® As for the Gorgias, the Erlangen manuscript turned
out to be an apograph (in all likelihood indirect) of a Constantinopolitan source,
i.e. Par. gr. 2110 (fourteenth century).”® The text of Menexenus in the Erlangensis
has not been collated.”

52 Units IV and VI are more recent than the others and date to the 1460s; for details refer to the
description infra, 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 4).

53 Within this unit (see e.g. at the bifolium 33/40) the drawing Tour 8 Harlfinger also appears,
which is similar to Briquet 15908 (Udine, 1449). Akin to this is the watermark found at fols 75—
90 of Par. Suppl. gr. 66 (which are in the hand of Kallistos too; identification in RGK II 25). These
folios within the Paris manuscript have to be considered therefore as other witnesses to Androni-
kos’ scribal activity in the Byzantine East. The text of the arithmetical problem by Isaak Argyros
copied at fol. 90r bears textual proximity to that of Par. gr. 2107, Gud. gr. 40, and Vind. Suppl.
gr. 46 (I owe this information to the courtesy of Fabio Acerbi).

54 See what has been newly pointed out about the Erlangensis (siglum E') in Primavesi 2018 and
Primavesi, Rapp and Morison 2023. A younger offspring of this source for the text of Aristotle’s
Sens. and Mem. is the first unit of Berol. Phillipps 1507 (B®), most part of which was copied by
Iohannes Arnes. For a detailed study of the Berlin manuscript see Isépy and Prapa 2018. For the
scribal activity of Arnes, acting between Constantinople and Mystras, refer to Speranzi 2019 (with
further bibliography).

55 For Lysis see Martinelli Tempesta 1997, 23-25; for Clitophon refer to Slings 1987, 40-41.

56 See Diaz de Cerio and Serrano 2001, 353-355. In the first half of the fifteenth century, the
Parisinus must have been in the East, in Constantinople, where it was acquired by Francesco
Filelfo during the 1420s (see Martinelli Tempesta and Speranzi 2018, 203, with previous bibliog-
raphy).

57 State of the art is sketched by Tsitsiridis 1998, 92-94.
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Other manuscripts sharing the same codicological features can be traced
back to Kallistos’ scholarly and scribal activity in the Byzantine East, maybe in
Constantinople. This is the case, for instance, of Oxon. d’Orville 115, transmitting
Eustathius’ commentary on Dionysius Periegetes. According to Aubrey Diller,*®
this codex (siglum 0), wholly in the hand of Kallistos, is a sibling of Scor. R.1.6
(siglum S), a manuscript copied by Michael Apostoles in the second half of the
year 1453 during his captivity, as convincingly suggested by Teresa Martinez
Manzano.” Furthermore, the Oxoniensis provides evidence to the paper water-
marked Monts 52 Harlfinger, i.e. the same drawing found within units Il and V of
the aforementioned manuscript of Erlangen.

One of the most important manuscripts belonging to Andronikos’ library,
that is Vat. gr. 1314, cannot be excluded from this picture. This extensive miscel-
lany entirely in Kallistos” hand® deserves a particular mention, since it is the only
extant witness providing a date (12 March 1449) and an autographed mention of
Andronikos’ name and surname (see Fig. 2.13).%

58 See Diller 1975, 181-207.

59 See Martinez Manzano 2016a, 280-282 who draws attention to the subscription at fol. 206v:
Arovuaiov AlegavBpéwg oikovpévng mepiynng Mixafilog AntéatoAng Bulgvtiog SopuéAwtog in
which Apostoles ‘alude a su origen constantinopolitano pero [...] menciona expresamente su
condicién de cautivo’. Interestingly, during the period of imprisonment between Constantinople
and a certain settlement on the Black Sea, Apostoles was able to dedicate himself to the tran-
scription of a manuscript. The conditions of detention, as prohibitive as they were, did not fully
interrupt forms of intellectual activity, such as copying a book or taking care of private corre-
spondence. We are aware of a letter (no. 4 in Stefec 2013a) sent by Apostoles to Iohannes Argy-
ropulos, who was at that time in Constantinople. In the letter Michael gives information about
his condition. For the identification of the addressee see Rollo 2014c, 328-329. Likewise, we can
mention the case of Theodoros Agallianos and Georgios Scholarios. In one of his writings, Theo-
doros reports that he had an exchange of letters in the last months of 1453 with the future patri-
arch during the period of their imprisonment (Agallianos in Bursa, Scholarios in Edirne); see
Blanchet 2008, 71-73.

60 For a description, see infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 48).

61 Fol. 15v (lower margin).
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Fig. 2.13: Vat. gr. 1314, fol. 15v; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

The issue of the name has already been highlighted in the previous chapter.®
Contrary to general belief, the subscription was not meant to highlight the au-
thorship of the transcription of the text (= Homer’s Batrachomyomachia), but ra-
ther to sign the short poem composed by Andronikos himself in praise of Homer’s
poetry.® There is no need to dwell now on every single feature of Vat. gr. 1314, for
it will be called into question on several occasions in the course of this work. Still,
it is worth highlighting one feature distinguishing this manuscript as a piece of
considerable value. Vat. gr. 1314, as well as other aforementioned books, bears
throughout its quires the watermark Enclume, thus revealing a common origin to
the manuscripts presented above in the erstwhile territories of the collapsing Byz-
antine Empire. The ancient sources of many of these late Byzantine manuscripts
were lost by the time of the fall of Constantinople. Thus, the cultural impact of
such ultimate offsprings brought to the West by Greek scholars is remarkable in
its extent. This is the case with some texts transmitted in Vat. gr. 1314. With regard
to the work of Cornutus (De natura deorum), for instance, the Vaticanus turned
out to stem from a lost Byzantine source (siglum ¢) and proved to be the ancestor

62 See supra, §1.1.

63 This entry has been known since the times of the pioneering repertoire of Greek copyists ed-
ited by Marie Vogel and Victor Gardthausen (see Vogel and Gardthausen 1909, 30). In this case
the definition of ‘colophon’ is nevertheless misleading.
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of the entire manuscript tradition spreading later on throughout Italy in the fif-
teenth—sixteenth century.®

In conclusion, we can list of the manuscripts which bear evidence to Kallis-
tos’ scribal activity in the Byzantine East:

Bonon. 2638 (fols 92, 38-43, 99, 44-91)

Cantabr. Univ. Library, Nn.III.18

Cantabr. Emmanuel College, 30

Erlangensis A 4 (fols 1-99, 209-264)

Laur. Ashb. 1599 (unit II, original leaves of unit III)

Ambr. A 185 sup. (fols 228—243)

Ambr. L 35 sup. (fols 1-8)

Mutin. a Q.5.20 (unit IV)

Mutin. a T.9.2 (unit III)

Mutin. o T.9.14 (with the exception of fols 1-7)

Mutin. a U.9.10 (fols 2-25, 95-102, 191-215, restoration)

Mutin. o U.9.18 (titles in red ink)

Mutin. a U.9.22 (unit V)

Mutin. a W.5.5 (see more details infra, § 6.1 [no. 28])

Oxon. Barocci 63 (see more details infra, § 6.1 [no. 31])

Oxon. Barocci 76 (titles in red ink)

Oxon. d’Orville 115

Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71 (fols 107114, 127-139, 147-149, 151-157, restoration)

Par. Suppl. gr. 66 (fols 75-90)

Par. Suppl. gr. 541 (but fols 136v—-154v and 201v are not in Kallistos’ hand)

Vat. gr. 1314

Vat. Ross. 1025 (but fols 19r—20v and 36v are not in Kallistos’ hand)

Marc. gr. Z. 374

Vind. Suppl. gr. 23 (fols 1-40, restoration).

2.1.3 In Bologna at Bessarion’s residence (1453-1455)

Historical, codicological, and philological arguments allow us to group together
manuscripts (or parts of manuscripts), which were made by Kallistos, after his
arrival in Italy, in Bologna at Bessarion’s house in collaboration with copyists
working in the Cardinal’s circle. In this regard, a significant hint is the record of

64 See Krafft 1975, 137-142, 252-318.
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Bessarion’s official title which is found in these books: Cardinal of Tusculum (car-
dinalis Tusculanus). Bessarion maintained this title between 1449 and 1463, when
he also obtained the appointment of Latin patriarch of Constantinople, whereas
from 1468 onwards he was to hold that of Bishop of Sabina (episcopus Sabino-
rum).%

This kind of evidence, while generally valuable, must be treated with caution
for the following reasons: firstly, Bessarion’s ex-libris found on the guard leaves
could have theoretically been added years after the production of a manuscript;
secondly, in the case of a composite manuscript, with codicological units from
various periods of time, the note would obviously refer to the moment in time
when these units were grouped together to form a single volume.

This is the case, for instance, of Marc. gr. Z. 527, the so-called ‘second volume’
of Bessarion’s own philosophical works, as recent studies have illustrated.® This
manuscript bears the indication episcopus Sabinorum; however, it is made of
units produced by ‘more generations of copyists’® who worked together with Bes-
sarion over time, and originated from different quires which lacked a binding for
many years. The first codicological unit (= fols 1-16), where Kallistos’ handwrit-
ing appears along with that of Emmanuel of Constantinople,® in all likelihood
originated in Bologna at the time of their activity in the city.® It is worth mention-
ing that the manuscript also consists of a Latin codicological unit (= fols 176-199),
containing the Latin version of Bessarion’s De natura et arte contra Georgium

65 Other manuscripts copied by Kallistos for Bessarion and kept today at the Biblioteca Na-
zionale Marciana were not produced in the time span 1453-1455. This is the case, for instance,
of Marc. gr. Z. 198, i.e. the final copy of the treatise In calumniatorem Platonis. A first terminus
post quem for any manuscript containing this work is set at the year 1457, since the Cardinal
had not even completed the first version of his treatise prior to that date. An additional hint to
the fact that Marc. gr. Z. 198 does not belong to the period 1453-1455 is the title of Bessarion,
who is recorded as ‘Latin patriarch of Constantinople’ (i.e. post 1463). Similarly, Marc. gr. Z. 238
(scholia to Aristotle’s works, partly copied by Kallistos) refer to a later period, for Bessarion ex
libris reads episcopus Sabinorum. For these manuscripts, see more infra, § 2.3.1.

66 See Speranzi 2016a, 50-52, 109-112, 133, 139-194 and Speranzi 2017a.

67 See Speranzi 2016a, 51-52.

68 For an updated profile of Emmanuel see Orlandi 2019b (with previous references). I report
here some new findings about his scribal activity: <Neap. I.D.7>, <Urb. gr. 110> (fols 19r-141v),
and <Vat. gr. 1018> (635v lin. 18-637r). All these manuscripts seem to be linked with the years
of Emmanuel’s ‘Byzantine’ activity, i.e. before his arrival in Italy.

69 For the manuscripts copied in Bologna by Emmanuel (known at that time as Anonymus Ly
Harlfinger) see Martinez Manzano 2015a, 162-170.



72 — Tracing Manuscripts in Time and Space: On Kallistos’ Scribal Activity

Trapezuntium. It has never been observed that in these leaves we find marginal
annotations and corrections in Latin in the hand of <Theodoros Gazes> (Fig. 2.14).7°

Fig. 2.14: Marc. gr. Z. 527, fol. 212r; © Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana.

Likewise, the examination of the composite manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 522 seems to
indicate that its different parts did not originate at the same time at the same
place. David Speranzi observed that, in contrast to units I-II, probably written in
Rome by the monk Kosmas and Manuel Atrapes in the second half of the 1450s,
the rest of the book dates back to previous years.” Units IIl and IV, which are both
in the hand of Kallistos, share the codicological features of unit V, work of the
aforementioned Emmanuel (who was to reside in Bologna even after the depar-
ture of Bessarion). Units III-V, thus, had been manufactured there by the time of
the Cardinal’s legation.”

The issue of Marc. gr. Z. 192 (Proclus, Theol. Plat.) is similar, although slightly
more complicated to describe. As stated again by Speranzi, Kallistos (fols 1r—-44v)
did not work in this case in collaboration with other copyists.” His copying ab-
ruptly stopped at fol. 44v, shortly after the beginning of book IL,” right in the
middle of the fifth quire (fols 41-50). Georgios Tribizias continued the transcrip-
tion of Proclus’ text until fol. 70v, that is until the conclusion of the seventh quire.
Quires 5-7 (fols 41-70, three quiniones) follow the same ruling scheme adopted
by Kallistos: Sautel-Leroy 20D1, c. 170 x 90 mm, 27 lines. From fol. 71r onwards
(until the end of the codicological unit, at fol. 264), the ruling scheme changes:

70 For samples of Gazes’ Latin writing, refer to Gionta 2004 (e.g. plate La), Orlandi 2015 (e.g.
page 270, Fig. 2) and Orlandi 2020a.

71 See Speranzi 2017, 172 n. 124.

72 See Aleotti 2022, 40-43.

73 See Speranzi 2016a, 63 n. 55.

74 Chapter 2, just after the words ék@aivel kai OoOLG.
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the written surface is several centimetres wider on each side and the number of
lines of text increases from 27 to 29. Three copyists worked on fols 71-264: Manuel
Atrapes (71r—114r), the monk Gregorios (114v—-144v), and Iohannes Plusiadenos
(145r-264v).” 1t is likely that they collaborated in Rome from the second half of
the 1450s onwards, as we lack any evidence concerning their activity as copyists
at the time of Bessarion’s legation in Bologna (1450-1455). Eleftherios Des-
potakis’s research on the activity of Iohannes Plusiadenos confirms this hypoth-
esis; he dated the copy of units I, III and IV by Plusiadenos to the years 1462-
1463 and located them in Rome. It is hard to say whether Tribizias collaborated
with Kallistos in Bologna or whether he continued the work in Rome, thus com-
pleting the three previously ruled quires. In conclusion, the most reasonable hy-
pothesis about the making of this codex is that it began around 1453-1455 in Bo-
logna — where Kallistos resided with Bessarion — and was continued in Rome
between the second half of the 1450s and the first years of the 1460s.

Concerning the copy of Marc. gr. Z. 190 (Timaeus Locrus, De natura mundi et
animae; Proclus, in Plat. Timaeum), we can briefly discuss some details about the
frame of its making, building on the studies on the manuscript tradition available
for both works.” With regard to the text of Timaeus, Marc. gr. Z. 190 (fols 1r-4v)
has been recognised as a direct copy of another manuscript owned by Bessarion,
that is Marc. gr. Z. 186 (fols 382r-386r of which are almost entirely in the hand of
the Cardinal himself).” Though, the text of Marc. gr. Z. 190 bears significant traces
of contamination from the codex Neap. III.D.28 (fourteenth century, siglum N).”®
Codex N turned out to be a direct antigraph of Laur. Ashb. 1599, a manuscript
copied by Kallistos and belonging to his library.” Furthermore, with regard to the
text of Proclus’ commentary, the first two books copied by Kallistos in Marc. gr.
Z.190 also descend from N. In all likelihood, thus, Neap. II1.D.28 (N) circulated in
Bologna in circles with close ties to Bessarion: on the one hand, the Cardinal had

75 The indication concerning the hands given by Mioni 1981, 304 is wrong and it has been
corrected in Speranzi 2016a, 63 n. 55. The manuscript used as antigraph for the text of Theolo-
gia, both for the part written by Kallistos and by the others, is Monac. gr. 517, which contains
corrections by Bessarion; see Saffrey and Westerink 1968, CXIX-CXXVIIIL.

76 For Timaeus Locrus see Marg 1972; for Proclus, refer to Diehl 1903.

77 See Mioni 1981, 299 and the observation in Martinelli Tempesta 2015a, 305-306 (the scholar
first noticed that fols 385v lin. 18—386r are a later addition by the hand of Alexios Keladenos).
78 See Marg 1972, 39-41. For bibliography on the Neapolitanus, copied in 1314 by Iohannes Kat-
rarios, see Formentin 2015, 159 and Menchelli 2010, 243-244.

79 On this codex’s inclusion in Kallistos’ collection, see infra, § 3.4. The fact that both manu-
scripts (Marc. gr. Z. 190 and Laur. Ashb. 1599) are the work of the same copyist was not acknowl-
edged by Marg.
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these texts copied for his library; on the other, Kallistos enriched his collection
with the text of De natura mundi et animae, by copying it in Laur. Ashb. 1599.
Unfortunately, we do not know much more about the fifteenth-century history of
the codex; we only know that it later ended up in Aulo Giano Parrasio’s collec-
tion, Demetrios Chalkondyles’s son-in-law, to whom the manuscript certainly be-
longed. This is proved now by the discovery of some marginalia in Neap. I11.D.28
in the hand of <Demetrios Chalkondyles> himself (e.g. fols 25v [Fig. 2.15] and
26v).%°

Fig. 2.15: Neap. I11.D.28, fol. 25v; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele III’.

The aforementioned contamination of Timaeus’ text in Marc. gr. Z. 190 due to the
inclusion of readings from N may have been a deliberate work carried out by Kal-
listos on the Marcianus; accordingly, he might be the author of the slight changes
to the scholia found exclusively in Marc. gr. Z. 190 and in Ashb. 1599.%

The interplay between the manuscripts of Bessarion’s collection and that of
Andronikos is shown by the case of the text of the Apocalypse. This was copied
by Kallistos for the Cardinal in the last folios of Marc. gr. Z. 10. Annotations in
Andronikos’ hand to the text of the Apocalypse have recently been found in a
fourteenth-century manuscript preserved in Vienna: it is Theol. gr. 163, which
also contains the commentary of Andrew of Caesarea. It is useful to look at the
stemma of the family g of the Apocalypse reconstructed several decades ago by
Josef Schmid (Fig. 2.16):

80 In addition, traces of a scholarly hand similar to Bessarion’s have been found in this manu-
script (see e.g. <fol. 85v>). Unfortunately, because of the trimming there are only a few visible
marginalia, which are not sufficient to support this identification. Given the presence of the hand
of Chalkondyles, who was to inherit Gazes’ books, one wonders whether this manuscript be-
longed to Theodoros himself.

81 See on the subject Marg 1972, 64.
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Fig. 2.16: Stemma codicum (Apocalypse, family g); © Schmid 1956, 293.

Schmid, who was at that time unaware of the identity of Andronikos, had pointed
out that the corrector of the Vindobonensis annotated in margine the textual in-
novations found in textu in Marc. gr. Z. 10, Marc. gr. Z. 5 and Marc. gr. Z. 6. The
analysis of the marginalia of the Vind. Theol. gr. 163 led Schmid to exclude the
possibility that these innovations came from contamination with other families;
they must therefore have been found in the text of the lost ancestor x. The identi-
fication of Andronikos as both the principal annotator of Vindobonensis®? and the
copyist of Marc. gr. Z. 10 leads to establish a strong connection between these two
manuscripts. This is why it would be worth re-examining Schmid’s genealogical
reconstruction to see what role Andronikos may have played in this process.

It is clear that not only Kallistos benefited from the circulation of codices
within this environment, as Bessarion himself was to enlarge his collection to a
certain extent, charging his professional scribes with the task of copying texts
from Andronikos’ library. We will see in more detail® in the next pages, for exam-
ple, that Vat. gr. 1314 served as antigraph for Cornutus’ De natura deorum and
other brief texts for the making of Marc. gr. Z. 531, copied for Bessarion by Deme-
trios Xanthopulos. From Cantabr. Univ. Libr. Nn.III.18 descends the Thucydides
Marc. gr. Z. 364, copied in 1469 by Iohannes Plusiadenos.® From Comensis 1.3.19
descends (from the passage 20,28 onwards) the text of Philostratus’ Vitae
sophistarum copied in Marc. gr. Z. 392.%° From the ancient codex of Mount Athos,
Movn ‘IBnpwv, 161 (composite, twelfth—fourteenth century) derives the text of

82 First identification in Hunger, Kresten and Hannick 1984, 252-253.

83 Seeinfra, §2.2.1.

84 Powell 1938b, 105-106. A description of Marc. gr. Z. 364 is in Mioni 1985a, 125.
85 See Stefec 2010a, 76.
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Hippolytus copied by Tribizias in Marc. gr. Z. 470.%° From the manuscript Laur.
85.21 (twelfth century) stems Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’ De anima
found in the second codicological unit of Marc. gr. Z. 413, which is likewise in the
hand of Georgios Tribizias.®” To these instances, already acknowledged by the
modern scholarship, we may add in conclusion the case of Marc. gr. Z. 223,% to
the making of which both Tribizias® (fols 4r-117v, 123v—170v) and Kallistos® (fols
118r-123r, 171r-228v) worked. From some partial collations, it has emerged that
the text of Simplicius’ commentary on Categoriae and of Philoponos’ on De anima
descends from two manuscripts owned by Andronikos, respectively Ambr. E 99
sup. (thirteenth century, displaying marginal annotations of Kallistos) and Vat.
Ross. 1025 (in the hand of Kallistos himself).”

Here is the list of the manuscripts which bear evidence for Kallistos’ scribal
activity in Bologna at Bessarion’s house:

Marc. gr. Z. 10 (fols 382r-409r)

Marc. gr. Z. 186 (fols 261r-274v)

Marc. gr. Z. 190 (fols 1r-270v)

Marc. gr. Z. 192 (fols 1r—44v)

Marc. gr. Z. 223 (fols 118r-123r, 171r-228v)

Marc. gr. Z. 337 (fols 130r lin. 21-31)

Marc. gr. Z. 518 (fols 96r lin. 40-46, 96v lin. 1-2)

Marc. gr. Z. 522 (fols 161r-210v)

Marc. gr. Z. 527 (fols 1r-9v, 11r-14v, 161v).

86 See Barrett 1964, 69. In all likelihood, also the rest of Aeschylus’ tragedies handed down in
the Marcianus derives from 'Irjpwv 161.

87 See Steel 2019, 411-413 (with previous references).

88 A description in Mioni 1981, 337, Liakou-Kropp 2002, 267-269; see also infra, § 6.1 (catalogue
entry no. 54).

89 Identification in Mioni 1976, 286, 310.

90 Identification by Dieter Harlfinger apud Liakou-Kropp 2002, 268; though, the identification
of Iohannes Rhosos as the author of some illuminations is wrong, as they are the work of <Geor-
gios Tribizias> himself.

91 In this way, a codex has been composed that comprised two texts, Simplicius’ and Phi-
loponos’, which have never been transmitted together in the manuscript tradition.
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2.2 Between Padua, Ferrara, and Bologna (1455-1466)

With regard to Kallistos’ scribal activity in central and northernmost parts of It-
aly, between Padua, Ferrara, and Bologna (after the conclusion of Bessarion’s le-
gation), the difficulty in identifying with certainty the location of the books which
served as antigraphs must be first highlighted.”> Moreover, uncertainty remains
surrounding Andronikos’ movements, especially for the years 1455-1459. Still,
codicological, philological, and palaeographic evidence leads to the conclusion
that some manuscripts (or sections of manuscripts) must have been written
within this time span. To begin with, throughout several books copied by An-
dronikos we come across a drawing Couronne to which Ernst Gamillscheg® first
drew attention. This watermark, which is missing in any modern inventory, char-
acterizes the following manuscripts:* Ambr. H 52 sup.; Ambr. P 84 sup.; Mutin. o
T.9.1; Mutin. a V.7.1 (first codicological unit); Mutin. a Q.5.21 (unit II); Mutin «
Q.5.20 (with the exception of fols 128—165, which are older); Mutin. « T.9.2 (unit
V); Mutin. a U.9.22 (units I-1II); Laur. Ashb. 1144; Vat. Ott. gr. 355 (unit I); Mutin.
a T.9.14 and Sinod. gr. 370 (in both cases, we refer to the first leaves used for the
restoration). The most similar drawing available in Briquet’s catalogue is the type
Couronne (a cing fleurons) no. 4879, located in Ferrara in 1458. However, two
Latin codices share watermarks (see Figs. 2.17-2.18) definitely closer to that
found in Kallistos’ books; both artefacts were manufactured in central Italy, in
the Po Valley, and are currently kept in Germany, in Eichstatt.”

92 I give here an example. With regard to Sophocles’ text (Antigone) handed down in Mutin a
T.9.2, Alexander Turyn suggested that the Mutinensis was a descendant of Par. gr. 2711. However,
reasonable doubts have been raised: see Tessier 2015b, 181. Either way, the whereabouts of the
Paris manuscript in the fifteenth century are still too unclear to draw definitive conclusions.

93 Gamillscheg 1978, 243. See also Tessier 2015a, XXVII-XXIX.

94 See in detail the correspondent catalogue entries infra, § 6.1.

95 These data and pictures come from the portal <https://www.wasserzeichen-online.de/> (ac-
cessed on 27 March 2023).
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Figs 2.17-2.18: Cod. st. 7; Cod. st. 9; © Universitatsbibliothek Eichstatt.

A significant — although not decisive — element to the location of this watermark
comes from Ambr. H 52 sup. (Lysias). As anticipated in the previous chapter, this
codex proved to have been copied from a book (i.e., Pal. gr. 88) owned by Palla
Strozzi,”® who resided in Padua for a long time. In addition, Par. gr. 2069 (The-
ophrastus) (see Plate 10) — which Einarson thought to be also copied from a lost
book of Palla Strozzi’s” — and Ambr. I 56 sup. (Aristotle’s Historia animalium),”®
are both codicologically and palaeographically akin to Ambr. H 52 sup. Both of
them bear evidence to a watermark located in Veneto, i.e. Fléches 6271 Briquet
(Venezia, c. 1462).” It is perhaps significant that the same watermark can be
found in manuscripts copied by scribes active in the Po Valley and in Veneto.!*

As we will see, however, it will be the study of the documentary sources along
with the analysis of the philological derivations as well as the palaeographic ev-
idence derived from the observation of some collaboration works between Kallis-
tos and other copyists that will confirm case by case the dating and the location
of these manuscripts in this time span.

96 See Donadi 1976 and Donadi 2016, XXI.

97 See Einarson 1976. The manuscript should correspond to the item no. 487 within the list of
books donated to the convent of Santa Giustina. See now Cronier 2020, in part. 190-196.

98 On the derivation of the Ambrosianus from a lost antigraph (siglum &) see Berger 2005, 155-
158.

99 See also the type 11 Harlfinger (c. 1464, copyist Michael Lygizos) in Harlfinger 1974-1980.
100 See, for instance, the first codicological unit of Mutin. a T.9.2, in the hand of Iohannes Rho-
sos, which contains Phalaris’ Epistle, or the first unit of Mutin. a U.9.3.
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2.2.1 The collaboration with Demetrios Xanthopulos between Padua and
Ferrara

Definitely to be excluded from the batch of Kallistos’ own books is the Vat. Pal.
gr. 142, a composite manuscript containing five codicological units, which are
grouped, in turn, in two blocks: the first comprises units I (= fols 2-81, De-
mosthenes) and II (= fols 82-133, Lycophron, Hesiod), dating to the third quarter
of the fifteenth century, and both copied by Demetrios Xanthopulos;'* the second
comprises units III (= fols 134-185, scholia on Theocr. Id.), IV (= fols 186-215,
Marcianus) and V (= fols 216—271, geographical works), dated to the beginning of
the sixteenth century. A detailed, almost exhaustive study by Didier Marcotte,'*
deals with the codicological aspects and all the events relating to the history of
the manuscript.

The sections that mainly affect our discussion are the first two, copied by
Xanthopulos. First of all, it has already been highlighted in previous studies on
this manuscript that the text of the Theogonia found in the second codicological
unit of the Palatinus descends from the Mutin. a T.9.14, i.e. a book from Androni-
kos’ collection.'® The presence of <Kallistos>’ hand in the titles in the section de-
voted to Demosthenes (Fig. 2.19) has remained thus far unnoticed. This is at any
rate a further indication of Andronikos’ involvement in the making of these sec-
tions of the Palatinus.!**

Fig. 2.19: Pal. gr. 142, fol. 7r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

101 The identification of the hand is by Stefec 2014, 183.

102 Marcotte 1985-1986.

103 See Marcotte 1985-1986, 71.

104 See fols 2r, 7r, 13v, and 20v (Anpoa®évoug ‘OAvvBlaKk@V o, B', Y'; AnpooBévoug mept Tob
OTEPAVOV).
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Corroborating evidence linking Kallistos to the copying task undertaken by Xan-
thopulos comes from the whole collation of the text of Olynthiacae and a partial
collation of De corona: the Pal. gr. 142 turned out to be an apograph of Par. gr.
2998, a book belonging to Andronikos’ own library and fully annotated by him.'®®

The presence of Kallistos’ hand both in the Palatinus and in the Parisinus and
the fact that he was the owner of the Paris codex represent a first relevant hint of
a direct apography of the first from the second; in this respect, it is possible to
provide evidence taken from the direct comparison of the two manuscript. Here I
will just report the case of chapters 312-313 of De corona. The clause which ex-
tends from TppapykoV to £pavtov, corresponding exactly with a line of text in
the codex Par. gr. 2998 (fol. 68r) was initially omitted by Xanthopulos in Pal. gr.
142 (fol. 751), because of the accidental ‘skipping’ of an entire line not correspond-
ing to a saut du méme au méme. However, the copyist may have immediately re-
alised his mistake and recovered the omitted section in the margin.!*

At this point it is quite evident that Andronikos made two books of his own
collection (the Demosthenes Par. gr. 2998 and the Hesiod Mutin. a T.9.14) availa-
ble to Xanthopulos for him to copy.'” Whoever sponsored the making of Pal. gr.

105 Here are some results of my collations. Olynthiacae: 2,12 4moTtodolL TAVTEG] GroTovoWV
arnavteg Par Pal; 2,16 tomnowow] nopicwotv Par Pal; 2,20 post cuykpipat add. koi cuokidoot Par
Pal; 2,26 ToOTwv éATtileTe T@V aOT@OV] TOV ATV ToUTwV EAnileTe Par Pal; 3,2 o0] ovyi Par Pal;
3,2 TipwproeTai Tig Kai Ov Tpdmov] TpodToV TIHWPROETaL TG éketvov Pal Par; 3,3 noté] moTe kai
viv Par Pal. De corona (chapters 1-18; 61-70; 104-115; 311-316): 2 dkpodoacbai] dkpodaobat Par
Pal; 8 Biov om. Par Pal; 11 ante €£etdow add. avtika Par Pal; 12 post BovAopévoig add. dkovev
Par Pal; 12 8186a01] TadtTovot Par Pal; 63 €k moANoD] €k moAépov Par Pal; 68 ToApfoal] ToApnoeiev
Par Pal; 107 &rnootoAéwv] drmootoAwv Par Pal; 111 ept TV MOPAYEYPAPPEVWV] TIEPL YEYPOUPEVWV
Par Pal; 113 £¢£etacovtwy] é€etalopévwy Par Pal; 314 vov {@vta] ou{@vta Par Pal. Par. gr. 2998
preserves only Olynth. 2,13-3,3; the leaves containing the previous parts are now lost. That Par.
gr. 2998 belonged to Kallistos’ collection has been confirmed by the discovery of Baldassar
Migliavacca’s notes in the codex; see for this Orlandi 2014b, 165, 186—-187, and plate XV.

106 It should also be observed that Xanthopulos faithfully copies in the Palatinus almost all the
marginalia of the Parisinus, including the variant readings. Some examples: 50 &xet] yp. eipfioBot
in marg. Par Pal; 54 éAa@npoAi@vog] voeBpiov in marg. Par Pal; 82 ipov&ével] yp. mpo&évng in
marg. Par Pal; 238 mepl T@v iowv] mept 1@V viiowv in marg. Par Pal.

107 In the study on the manuscript tradition of Oration 54 (= Contra Cononem) codex Neap.
IL.E.11 (siglum Na) is presented, indeed, as a direct copy of Par. gr. 2998 (K); see McGay 2005.
Since the Naples manuscript proved to be a work of the same scribe of Pal. gr. 142, i.e. Xanthop-
ulos (identification in Stefec 2014, 183), it was worth verifying whether the dependence of the
Naples manuscript on Par. gr. 2998 could apply also to other speeches by Demosthenes. By
means of a sample collation of text of Olynthiacae and De corona the manuscript Neap. II.E.11
proved to be a gemellus to Pal. gr. 142: it is therefore likely that the two manuscripts were pro-
duced around the same period.
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142 remains unknown at the moment; nonetheless, it is possible to say a few
words regarding the circumstances of the copy. On the basis of different factors,
I would be inclined to locate in Padua the production of this manuscript in the
triennium 1459-1462 spent by Kallistos at Palla Strozzi’s house. Indeed, the man-
uscript belonged to the intellectual Giovanni Calfurnio (1443-1503), professor of
Greek and Latin rhetoric in Padua. *® Secondly, as will be demonstrated in the
following pages, a biographical fact on Demetrios Xanthopulos confirm the Pad-
uan genesis of the codex.

The activity of Xanthopulos as a copyist in Italy'® — evaluated in recent con-
tributions by Stefano Martinelli Tempesta and David Speranzi'® — has been lo-
cated so far to only three cities, Rome, Bologna, and Milan. On the one hand, the
employment of Xanthopulos as a professional scribe in Rome and Bologna at Bes-
sarion’s house in the first years of the 1450s is well documented; on the other
hand, Demetrios’ presence in Milan during the first months of the year 1454 has
been reconstructed through the examination of some manuscripts and is wit-
nessed, in addition, by a letter by Francesco Filelfo to Pietro Pierleoni written in
June 1456." For the following years, however, we lack adequate information
about Xanthopulos’ movements in Italy.

In Filelfo’s Greek-Latin epistolary I found a passage of a letter to Palla Strozzi,
sent from Milan to Padua and dated 1 March 1458, which, although it does not
explicitly name Xanthopulos, can be associated with him:

Habeo praeterea tibi gratias atque ago maximas quod mepi Apta&épov BaoAéwg morem
mihi quamprimum gesseris. [...] Scripsisti praeterea Graecum esse apud te, eundem puto,
qui oV AptagépEov Biov EEypae. Mihi graeco librario opus est. Quamobrem si vel istum,
cum istinc te non invito abire instituerit, vel alium quempiam ire ad me curaveris, accipiam
eum honesta condicione.

So thank you and thank you very much for having fulfilled my request concerning the King
Artaxerxes. [...] You also wrote me that a Greek lives at your place, the same I believe who
copied the Life of Artaxerxes. I am in need of a Greek scribe. Therefore, if you would have
him come to me, since he has decided to leave but not without your approval, or you make
another one come here to me, I will welcome him by offering him suitable accommodation.

108 See Marcotte 1985-1986. On Calfurnio see Pellegrini 2003; new findings in Giacomelli 2020.
109 RGK198 =11132 =111 166.

110 Martinelli Tempesta 2015a and Speranzi 2017, 156-162.

111 See Martinelli Tempesta 2015a, 271 n. 1.

112 De Keyser 2015a, 705-706.
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The copy of the Vita Artaxerxi mentioned in the letter is to be identified with the
second codicological unit (= fols 64-76) of the Mutin. a T.8.3, entirely in the
hand of Demetrios Xanthopulos"* (Fig. 2.20).

Fig. 2.20: Mutin. a T.8.3, fol. 75r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

In addition, some autograph annotations in the hand of Francesco Filelfo' are
found in the margins. Further confirmation of the identity between this manu-
script and that mentioned in the letter comes from the studies of the textual trans-
mission, as Mutin. a T.8.3 copied by Demetrios proves to be for Plutarch’s text a
direct apograph of the Urb. gr. 96, a book belonging to Palla Strozzi.''®

By combining these data we therefore gain evidence for Xanthopulos’ pres-
ence in Padua by 1458. The fact that we do not know of any manuscripts copied
by Demetrios for Filelfo in the following years leads us to believe that Demetrios
remained in Veneto at Strozzi’s residence and did not return to Filelfo.

In 1459, as said, Kallistos was to join Demetrios, coming from Bologna. An
outcome of their collaboration in this period might be the manuscript Mutin. a
P.5.19, which is in the hand of both Byzantine émigrés. Also Iohannes Rhosos,
who was likewise engaged in the copying of some books in Veneto at the same

113 On the manuscript see Speranzi 2013a, 275-276 and Ferreri 2014, 529-531. The presence of
Giorgio Valla’s ex libris on fol. 61v points out the fact that the second codicological unit was
added to the previous one at a later stage.

114 Identification in Harlfinger 1974, no. 43.

115 Identification in De Keyser and Speranzi 2011, 195.

116 The philological data can be read in Manfredini 2013, 22; for Palla Strozzi as the owner of
the codex, see Sosower 1986, 150.
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time, took part in the making of the Mutinensis by applying illuminations and
decorative elements in red ink.

It is unclear for how long the two, Andronikos and Demetrios, remained sim-
ultaneously in Padua. At any rate, another city where Kallistos and Xanthopulos
may have stayed together for some time, in the late 1450s, is Ferrara. In the pre-
vious chapter we presented new documentation bringing evidence to a stay of
Andronikos in Ferrara from the second half of 1459 onwards."” For Xanthopulos
it is now possible to provide some palaeographic, philological, and codicological
data which likewise point to his presence in Ferrara.

In two manuscripts already attributed to his hand, Vat. Reg. gr. 87 (Xeno-
phon) and Leid. Voss. gr. F 38 (Euripides) I found traces of corrections and addi-
tions by the hand of another Byzantine scholar who was active in Ferrara in those
years: this is <Demetrios Kastrenos> (Figs 2.21-2.22), formerly known under the
name Anonymus ov-nt Harlfinger."® From a codicological point of view, it should
also be noted that both manuscripts copied by Xanthopulos (and corrected by
Kastrenos) are made of paper with a drawing Basilic similar to Briquet 2669 (c.
1459), which is a well known watermark, widely attested in the area between
Mantua and Ferrara. As far as philological aspects are concerned, it will be to our
point to emphasize the fact that Reg. gr. 87, rubricated by Battista Guarini, has
already been identified as an apograph of Guelf. Aug. 2° 71.19, the latter being a
famous book, owned by Guarino Veronese and for this reason located with cer-
tainty in Ferrara at least until Guarino’s death in December 1460."

117 Our terminus post quem is, as aforementioned, the epistle to Palla Strozzi of 28 April <1459>.
118 The discovery of the historical identity of the former Anonymus is by David Speranzi (see
Speranzi 2019, 3-8). In 1458 Kastrenos was certainly still in Ferrara. In two letters, respectively
dated 21 January and 1 March, Filelfo urged him to move to Milan (see De Keyser 2015a, 697-698
and 705); although the exact date of his move from Ferrara to Milan is unknown, it is established
that in October 1462 he was teaching Greek in Milan. The palaeographic findings on Kastrenos
have been enriched exponentially in recent years. I report here some new manuscripts: <Vat. gr.
1018> (fols 627rv, 628v lin. 10-31, 629v, 631v, 632v, 633v-633bisv); <Marc. gr. Z. 509> (fols 77r—
79r); <Par. gr. 2761> (fols 2r—4r); <Vat. Pal. gr. 144> (fols 85r-92v = restoration); <Monac. gr. 159>
(fols 157r-159v, 169r lin. 7-171r, 172rv, 173v-186v); <Par. gr. 1212>; <Neap. III.B.11>. With the ex-
ception of Par. gr. 1212 and Neap. III.B.11, in all cases the writing of Demetrios dates from the
years of his Byzantine activity before his arrival in Italy.

119 See Bandini 2010, 441, where the possibility was already mentioned that the copyist of the
Reginensis (i.e. Xanthopulos) worked in Ferrara.
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Fig. 2.21: Reg. gr. 87, fol. 114v; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

Fig. 2.22: Voss. gr. F 38, fol. 7v; © Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit.

A gemellus to Reg. gr. 87 descends from the same Wolfenbiittel manuscript owned
by Guarino: this is the codex Berol. Phillipps 1627, which was copied entirely by
Kastrenos on the same paper watermarked Basilic of which we spoke before.'®
We should therefore infer that it was in Ferrara that both manuscripts were man-
ufactured, both the Reginensis copied by Xanthopulos and corrected by
Kastrenos, and the Berolinesis realised by Kastrenos. We can also mention the
presence on the aforementioned Euripides Voss. gr. F 38 of some marginal notes,
which can be assigned to the hand of one of Guarino’s pupils, <Michelangelo da
Panigale> (Fig. 2.23).”*

120 Evidence pointing to a direct derivation of the Berlin manuscript from the Guelferbytanus
owned by Guarino is gathered in Orlandi 2013, 196-207.

121 For details about Michelangelo’s activity and some specimina of his Greek hand see also
Martinelli Tempesta 2016b, 377-370. New data in Rollo 2020a, 132 n. 2.
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Fig. 2.23: Voss. gr. F 38, fol. 30v; © Bibliotheek der Rijksuniversiteit.

Having concluded the excursus on the testimonies supporting Xanthopulos’ ac-
tivity in Ferrara, the possibility remains to be evaluated that he was in the city at
the time of Andronikos’ sojourn. In this regard, a peculiar coincidence of people,
times and places characterizes the genesis of a special manuscript owned by Bes-
sarion: Marc. gr. Z. 531. In the pinax the Cardinal himself highlighted the extraor-
dinary nature of the texts collected in this book: ToiTo TO BiBAiov oA kai
Buoeipeta mepiEyov Eotv £pod Bnooapiwvog kapdrvahews Tod 1@V TovokAwv
(‘this book, which contains a large number of works not so easily found, belongs
to me, Bessarion, Cardinal of Tusculum’).’? Bessarion’s statement actually fits
with the rarity of some of the texts kept in Marc. gr. Z. 531, such as the extract De
cometis by Iohannes Lydos or the Aenigmata of Eustathios Makrembolites. But
the most interesting fact is that most of the texts transcribed by Xanthopulos in
Marc. gr. Z. 531 are copies taken from two manuscripts owned by Andronikos: the
Vat. gr. 1314 and the Oxon. d’Orville 115."2 I summarize the data in the synoptic
table below (Table 2.1).

122 We shall remember that this title generally represents a terminus ante quem for the dating
of the Marciani graeci; this applies from 1449 to 1463, when Bessarion began to sign himself as
‘Latin Patriarch of Constantinople’.

123 For Cornutus’ De natura deorum see Krafft 1975, 166-170, 252-253, 282-283, 316, where the
Vaticanus (siglum C) is recognized as the antigraph of the Marcianus (siglum Y). With regard to
the Aenigmata of Eustathios Makrembolites, Treu 1893, 19-20 had already intuited the depend-
ence of the Marcianus (siglum b) on the Vaticanus (siglum B). For the short extract De cometis by
Iohannes Lydos and the Commentarium by Eustathios — excluded in the researchs by Diller 1975
— I carried out some sample collations, which corroborated this statement. The identification of
Xanthopulos is found in Harlfinger 1974, no. 25 (thus correcting Krafft’s attribution to Demetrios
Triboles). A description of the Marcianus is in Mioni 1985a, 418—420.
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Table 2.1: Kallistos and Xanthopulos: The antigraphs of Marc. gr. Z. 531.

Manuscripts Contents Marc. gr. Z. 531

owned by Kallistos owned by Bessarion

Vat. gr. 1314 Cornutus fols 107r-123r
(fols 191r-209v) De natura deorum

Vat. gr. 1314 <lohannes Lydos> fols 123r-125r
(fols 209v-213r) De cometis

Vat. gr. 1314 Eustathios Makrembolites fols 125v-128r
(fols 29v-32r) Aenigmata

Oxon. d’Orville 115 Eustathios of Thessaloniki fols 132r-215r

Comm. in Dion. Perieg.

Hence, it is evident that at some time Kallistos made his books available for Xan-
thopulos to produce copies on behalf of Bessarion. In view of the fact that there
seems to have been no contact in the preceding years between Xanthopulos and
Kallistos (we shall consider that at the time of Andronikos’ arrival in Bologna in
1453, Demetrios had already moved to Rome), the hypothesis emerges that a con-
nection was established at the time of the stay of both Byzantine fellows in Fer-
rara in approximately the summer of 1459. A first confirmation comes from a new
inspection of the watermarks of the Marcianus, which had been previously exam-
ined by Mioni: these are a drawing Lettre N (similar to the type Briquet 8442, thus
pointing to a dating in the third quarter of the century) and, above all, a drawing
Basilic very close to the aforementioned type Briquet 2669 (c. 1459), located be-
tween Mantua and Ferrara.'®

This reconstruction is further supported by a number of historical events and
chronological coincidences associated with the life and movements of Bessarion
himself.’® As seen in the previous chapter, in his autograph letter Andronikos
announced to Palla Strozzi on 28 April 1459 that, before moving to Padua, he
would have waited for Bessarion’s arrival in Bologna; the Cardinal was in fact
travelling together with pope Pius II along the road to Mantua, where the Diet
would have been held shortly thereafter. The solemn entry of the Pope and Bes-
sarion in Bologna took place about ten days later, on 9 May, and their stay would

124 See Mioni 1985a, 419-420, where a close relationship of this Basilic to the type Briquet 2665
(c. 1427) had been reported — by mistake I guess.

125 In this respect, the Vita edited by Marino Zorzi (in Accendere and Privitera 2014, 39-57) can
be useful consultated.
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last until 16 May.*® The next stop of Bessarion’s journey was Ferrara, an obliga-
tory waypoint for anyone who wanted to proceed from Bologna to Mantua (turn-
ing west) or Padua (turning east). A letter from Bessarion is preserved, sent from
Ferrara four days later (i.e., on 20 May) to friar Iacopo de Marchia about the cru-
sade that was to be organized against the Turks.’? On 1 June, after his arrival in
Mantua, Pius II inaugurated the congress; however, the council sessions would
not start before 26 September, after the arrival of Francesco Sforza and the Vene-
tian delegates. During the nearly four months of waiting in Mantua, Bessarion
was engaged in the attempt to enrich his collection of Greek manuscripts: we
know of a letter from 24 June sent from Mantua by the Cardinal to Nardo Palmieri,
nephew of Giovanni Aurispa. The main topic of the letter is the Cardinal’s wish to
acquire some of the Greek books inherited by Palmieri from the beloved Aurispa,
who had died a few weeks earlier.'

In such a context, it therefore does not seem far-fetched to imagine that Bes-
sarion — while attending the conciliar sessions or even before their official begin-
ning —arranged with Kallistos, acting at that time between Padua and Ferrara,
the copying of the rare texts which are now preserved in Marc. gr. Z. 531. The ma-
terial executor of the transcription was to be Xanthopulos, who had already
worked in the past as a scribe for Bessarion and — as shown above — was also
residing in Ferrara in that period.

2.2.2 Copying and supervising copying activity at Palla’s house: The origin of
Marc. gr. Z. 611 and Barb. gr. 163

The Marcianus gr. 611,”” containing Homer’s Odyssey, has been investigated by
Filippomaria Pontani and Martha Chinellato, who studied the hypotheseis com-
piled by the Kallistos.”® The manuscript — which belonged in the modern age to
the Venetian poet Giovanni Battista Recanati (1687-1735) — consists of two codi-
cological units distinct but almost coeval™' and proves to be, for the first part, in
the hand of Iohannes Rhosos (fols 1-45: Plut., De vita et poesi Homeri) and, for
the second, in Kallistos’ (fols 46-244: Odyssey). I believe it is quite unlikely that

126 Perosa 1953, 4.

127 Mohler 1942, 490-493 (epist. no. 39).

128 Mohler 1942, 493—-494 (epist. no. 40).

129 See for a description Mioni 1985a, 537-538 and infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 59).
130 See Pontani 2011, 371-386, in part. 380-381, and Chinellato 2018.

131 See Pontani 2011, 380.
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this codex was part of Andronikos’ library, since he already had a copy of the
Odyssey in ‘his’ Mutin. a P.5.19, maybe made in Padua between 1459 and 1462, in
collaboration with Demetrios Xanthopulos and, again, the calligrapher Iohannes
Rhosos.”” The palaeographic and codicological analysis point to a same dating
also in the case of Marc. gr. Z. 611; a clear indication of this is the presence of the
watermark Fléches similar to Briquet 6271 (Venice, c. 1462) and to the type no. 11
by Harlfinger (1464), this drawing being found in Kallistos’ autographs located in
Padua at the time of his stay with Palla Strozzi."> A partial collation of the text
could further strengthen the bond between the two codices, which Allen — albeit
without recognizing the identity of the copyists — had already gathered in the
same family.”?*

I owe to David Speranzi the reporting of so far undiscovered Andronikos’
notes to the text of Ptolemy’s Geographia preserved in <Vat. Barb. gr. 163> (see
e.g. fols 51, 8rv, 9v).” This codex is entirely in the hand of Iohannes Skutariotes,
who worked for Palla in the late 1450s and the early 1460s. Considering the out-
ward appearance of the codex, the material used for its production (parchment),
and the type of interventions applied by Kallistos, its belonging to his own col-
lection can be excluded with absolute certainty. It looks very much like a work
carried out on commission, but we do not unfortunately know for whom this book
was made. We can assume that the operation took place in Palla’s milieu, not
only due to biographical data on the copyists, but also according to the indica-
tions coming from textual criticism studies. The Barberinianus had already been
identified as a copy of one of Palla’s famous books, that is, Urh. gr. 82."" There
are a few slight corrections in the hand of Kallistos, which are the result of a revi-
sion of the text. On fol. 5r one finds, for instance, the addition of the term poipoag
before anexovrag (12,15 Miiller) which had been omitted by Skutariotes. The same
happens on fol. 9v where the words Gpa T BaotAei (21,24 Miiller), which are miss-
ing also in some other witnesses to the text, were reinstated by Kallistos. The dif-
ferent roles played by simple copyists, such as Iohannes, and those of copyist-

132 See for the location in Padua as discussed infra, in this chapter. Also for this codex, refer to
Pontani 2011, 381-383.

133 See what is said supra and infra with regard to Ambr. I 56 sup., Par. gr. 2069, Mutin. a T.9.2
(unit I), and Mutin a U.9.3 (unit I).

134 Both the Mutin. a P.5.19 (siglum Mo) and the Marc. gr. Z. 611 (siglum U4) indeed belong to
family d; see Allen 1910, 8, 13, 17, 26-27.

135 The codex is available for consultation on line at <http://digi.vatlib.it/>.

136 Identification in RGK III 302.

137 See Cuntz 1923, 31.
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philologists, such as Andronikos, can be clearly seen here, Skutariotes being in
charge of the transcription, whereas Kallistos is responsible for revising the text.

2.2.3 The interaction with Hesaias of Cyprus and his book collection (1457-
1462)

The first codicological unit of Mutin. a V.7.1 (= fols 1-56 and 58-59, in the hand
of Kallistos), which contains the text of the Harmonica by Manuel Bryennios, can
be dated to the years 1458-1462. A tentative terminus post quem is 25 March 1457,
when a large part of the codex Vind. Phil. gr. 64, commissioned and owned by
the monk Hesaias of Cyprus,”® was completed; indeed, the Vindobonensis has
recently been identified as the model of the Mutinensis copied by Andronikos.™
A terminus ante quem for the latter is instead 27 May 1462, the date on which the
bull was issued that decreed the subsidization on the island of Crete of twelve
Uniate priests, the first on the list being Hesaias himself."** This data should be
interpreted with caution, since we are informed of his return to Italy (namely, to
Venice) one year later,' at a time when Kallistos had already moved from Padua
to Bologna. The presence in Mutin. a V.7.1 of some corrections and marginal an-
notations by <Iohannes Rhosos>“?> may provide further indications. These inter-
ventions reveal, first of all, a different picture of the activity of this copyist, who,
unusually, is engaged on this occasion in the role of reviser.'®* Bearing in mind
(1) that Rhosos’ activity in Veneto is well documented from March 1458 onwards'**
and (2) that he also appears in the above-mentioned list of 12 priests who were
ordained in Crete, we might propose a dating within the years 1458-1462.

138 See Speranzi 2018, 197-200 (with previous references).

139 See Weddigen 2020, 394-395 (I hereby warmly thank Anne for providing me with this data
before the publication of her PhD thesis). A close relationship between the Vindobonensis and
the Mutinensis had previously been noticed in Jonker 1970, 44-46. We shall observe that Vind.
Phil. gr. 64 already proved to be the antigraph of another manuscript copied by Kallistos: Vat.
gr. 257 (Arist. Metaphysics); see Sicherl 1997, 109.

140 See Saffrey 1979.

141 See Speranzi 2018, 196-200 and Giacomelli and Speranzi 2019, 123-125.

142 See fols 13r, 16v, 26v, 39v, 43r, 49r, 52r and the decoration on fol. 43r.

143 The same work was carried out by <Rhosos> in the table of contents (fols 2r-3r) of Par. gr.
3011, a manuscript which likewise belonged to Andronikos’ collection; see infra, § 3.2, 3.5.2 and
5.2.1.

144 See the colophon of Vat. Ott. gr. 22, made for Palla Strozzi by 20 March 1458.
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We now turn to a codex in which marginal notes of Andronikos have already
been identified and which may have likewise belonged to Hesaias: it is the Ari-
stophanes Vat. Borg. gr. 12. In the repertoria a single annotation by the hand of
Kallistos is mentioned with regard to fol. 10v; one should add to this another in-
tervention on <fol. 11r>."* But it is in the hand of <Hesaias> that many annotations
appear with regularity throughout the codex (see an example in Fig. 2.24), lead-
ing to the conclusion that he was also the owner of the book.'*

Fig. 2.24: Borg. gr. 12, fol. 42r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

145 In the lower margin of fol. 10v, with regard to the form €{010’ of Plutus 231, Hesaias initally
wrote: fw.iéw.inu.elw. Kallistos added on his own: &nd Tob giw dyprioTov 6 mapaxeipevog eia kal
Slohboet Eia. kai TpoTi TOD € €ig N A, HEVOVTOG Kai TOD L TPOOYEYPAUUEVO. & DEPOUVTEAIKOG
fiew &xpnoTog, fels, fiet kol peTd T@V mpobEcewv mapnewy GvTi Tod mapfiAbov, eionewv avti Tob
eiofiABov, mepinewv Gvti oD meptijABov. and Tod inut &xproTtov iévat drnapéppatov ebxpnaTtov,
{epat 8¢ €mi mabnTKoD €vepynTiknyv onuaciav €xov. Similar indications are found in Pseudo-
Zonaras (s.v. omnpsv 257, 4 T: amfjpev. Gmo 1ob elw, 10 nopsvopou, 0 psoog TapOKEipEVOG ela, kot
Tpomii ToD ¢ £ig N Aa, TO TANBUVTIKOV HAUEV Kol KATX GUYKOTY fHEV. Olov- TPOfipeV Tii POAi);
see also Chantry 1996, 66. At fol. 11r, with regard to the form TOyw (vv. 237 and 242), Kallistos
commented: Tuyxdvw. €l pév onpaivel To gipl, pEAovTa ebypnotov oUk £xel, 6 ye pnyv devtepog
G06PLOTOG ETUXOV EVXPNOTOG Kal 600 GTTO TOUTOV, KAl TAPAKEIHEVOG TETUXNKA EVYPNOTOG Kot oat
amod TovTov. el 8¢ onpatvel O droAapBavw, TOTe Kai pEAovTa Exel bxproTov TevEopal.

146 1 recently found the hand of <Hesaias> in other manuscripts. Marginal annotations are in
Laur. 69.15, Par. gr. 1859, and Neap. II1.B.9. Fols 329r-331v of Par. gr. 1295 are entirely in his hand
and transmit his autograph (!) pamphlet De processione Spiritus Sancti (= PG 158, cols 971-976),
a work connected with Nikolaos Sklengias’ longer treatise dealing with the same subject.
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2.2.4 The genesis of Par. gr. 2038 (unit I) and that of its offsprings

For this period we shall mention the first unit of Par. gr. 2038. This codex contain-
ing Aristotle’s works is entirely in the hand of Andronikos. It is a very well known
manuscript, since it has long been acknowledged as the model of the Aldine edi-
tion. With regard to the text of the Poetics handed down in the final part of the
volume (fols 109v—130r), a vehement debate has been going on for decades con-
cerning the origin of some peculiar readings, which have often been particularly
appreciated by the editors. They hold two positions: some believe that these read-
ings stem from an ancient (and now lost) witness, whereas others contend that
they are the result of Kallistos’ own conjectural activity. This issue will be dis-
cussed more in detail at a later time.'¥” Be that as it may, we approach here the
examination of the first part of the volume.

The codicological status of Par. gr. 2038 should be emphasized once and for
all as a non-homogeneous composite manuscript. It consists of two parts: the first
one pertains to fols 1-112, in which the three books of the Rhetorica (1r-75r) and
the pseudo-Aristotelian work Rhetorica ad Alexandrum (76r-109v) have been
transcribed; the watermark appearing in these quires is a drawing Monts without
a specific counterpoint in the repertoires. At a later time, Kallistos began tran-
scribing on the remaining blank folios (109-112) of the original last quaternio the
text of the Poetics; he then added two more quires (= fols 113-130, namely 18 fo-
lios organized into a quaternio and a quinio) that were necessary to complete the
copy. The traces of this chronological discontinuity are evident: from a palaeo-
graphic point of view it is clear that the writing of the text copied from the middle
of fol. 109v onwards significantly differs from that of all the preceding quires (see
Plates 11-12); moreover, as far as the material analysis of the watermarks is con-
cerned, the ‘new’ quires bear a drawing Huchet very similar to type 25 Harlfinger
(Rome, 1471).

Within the first codicological unit, to which Iohannes Rhosos himself con-
tributed with illuminations, titles, and initials in red ink,*® the text of the Rhetor-
ica (fols 1r-75r) was copied by Kallistos from Cantabr. Ff.V.8;'* this is a book that
was to end up in the collection of Antonio Seripando through the legacy of Aulo

147 Seeinfra, §5.4.2.

148 Identification in Gamillscheg 1978, 234 n. 32. Hereby a detailed description of Rhosos’ con-
tribution to the manuscript: fol. 1r (initial + title + book-number identifier); fol. 17r (initial); fol.
27v (initial + title + book-number identifier); fol. 55r (initial + title + book-number identifier); fol.
76r (initial + illumination); fol. 77v (initial).

149 Kassel 1971, 32-36. A description in Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 103-104 (this has now been
put online, with additions and corrections, at <https://cagb-digital.de/handschriften>).
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Giano Parrasio and that shows marginal annotations in the hand of Demetrios
Chalkondyles.” Judging by the history and the series of owners of the Cantabri-
gensis, it is possible that this book originally belonged to Theodoros Gazes: this
would explain its presence in Rome at a later time (between the end of the 1460s
and the beginning of the 1470s), when it was at the disposal of Iohannes Rhosos
for the copying of the Laur. 31.14."' Likewise, the text of the Rhetorica ad Alexan-
drum (fols 76r-109v of Par. gr. 2038) descends from Neap. II.E.2,"> which was to
belong to Seripando (through Parrasio) and in which annotations in the hand of
Chalkondyles have been identified.” This book may have belonged, at least the-
oretically, to Gazes.™

The dating and the whereabouts of the first unit of Par. gr. 2038 remain, on
several levels, problematic. A dating by the end of the 1450s seems very likely for
several reasons, primarily of textual nature. For the text of Rhet. ad Alex. the Paris
manuscript is supposed to be the model of that copied by the monk Gregorios in
fols 65r—110r of Marc. gr. Z. 215:" as these leaves are found within a codicological
unit that features the collaboration between Gregorios and Demetrios Triboles,
their genesis has recently been referred to the early 1460s.”® A further (compel-
ling and at the same time thorny) terminus ante quem might be given by Marc. gr.
Z. 200, the famous volume collecting Aristotle’s opera omnia which was com-
pleted in Rome by Iohannes Rhosos for Bessarion in July 1457: for the text of the
Rhetorica the Marcianus is said to bear traces of contamination deriving indi-
rectly from Par. gr. 2038."7 However, at least two issues should be highlighted,
which make this chronological indication unreliable for the time being: 1. the
contribution of the readings of Parisinus to the constitutio textus of Marc. gr. Z.
200 has not been fully clarified;"® 2. there are no indications that Andronikos was

150 Identification in Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 103.

151 The ‘Roman’ origin of this Laurentianus is also confirmed by the presence of the watermark
Arbaléte Briquet 746 = 21 Harlfinger (Rome 1471); on this drawing see more infra, § 2.3.1.

152 Chiron 2000, 30-31, 66.

153 Identification in Rollo 2020a, 205-206 n. 1.

154 1 hereby present a new discovery of the Greek writing of Gazes in a manuscript which may
have belonged to him. It is the pinax on <fol. 215r> of Par. gr. 1984 (Stobaeus); on the manuscript
see Speranzi 2010c and Bianchi 2022.

155 Chiron 2000, 28, 66.

156 Speranzi 2017, 169-174, 195-197.

157 Kassel 1971, 45-51.

158 For the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, this has been discussed, but not confirmed by Chiron
2000, 28, 66.
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in Rome in the years 1455-1457 (recent findings have shown instead that in that
lapse of time Kallistos was elsewhere)."”

For the Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, two manuscripts showing similarities to
each other proved to be apographs of Andronikos’ Par. gr. 2038. Both in Lond.
Harley 6322 (fols 267r-304v, within the second codicological unit [= fols 75-304])
and in Urb. gr. 47 (fols 1r-34v, within the first unit [fols 1-36]), the copyist of the
text of Rhet. ad Alex. is the Cretan Michael Lygizos.'® In addition, in the London
manuscript (a homogeneous composite), the first unit is in the hand of Iohannes
Rhosos, who is also responsible for the illuminations in the first unit of Urb. gr.
47. As for Rhosos, thanks to the numerous subscriptions he made on the manu-
scripts copied by him, we can trace his movements and follow most of his career
as a scribe; we know therefore that he resided continuously (with the exception
of the years 1462-1464) in Italy and that he was active between the end of the
sixth and the first half of the seventh decade of the century in Padua and Bologna,
where Andronikos also resided. What we know about the biography of Lygizos,
however, would seem to complicate the picture; in fact, we know that his activity
mostly took place on the island of Crete;'* and a movement of Andronikos or his
manuscript to Crete in the late 1450s or early 1460s is not conceivable.

To eliminate any remaining doubts, there are other findings of a codicologi-
cal and textual nature. In the second codicological unit of the Harleianus a wa-
termark Couronne has been found,'*> which is similar to the type Briquet 4879
(Ferrara, 1458) and, above all, which matches that of the coeval aforementioned
manuscripts in the hand of Andronikos made in Padua, Bologna, and Ferrara. In
addition, the London manuscript has long been acknowledged for the writings of
Demosthenes and Aeschines (transcribed along with Aristotle’s works in the
same codicological unit) as a direct copy of Par. gr. 2998,'®* which is another book
owned by Andronikos.'* This is confirmed also by the presence in Par. gr. 2998
of some marginal annotations (see e.g. fols 118v-119r, 133r, 136r) to be ascribed to
the hand of <Michael Lygizos>. A picture emerges therefore whereby it is possible
to hypothesize the presence of Lygizos in Italy between the last years of the 1450s
and the first half of the 1460s and his activity (carried out together with Rhosos).'®®

159 See supra, §1.3.3.

160 Chiron 2000, 25, 33, 66

161 RGK1282=11386 =1II 465; PLP 15194.

162 Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 437-441.

163 The derivation had already been shown by Drerup 1902, 297. See Mondrain 2014, 205-206.
164 Identification in Orlandi 2014b, 165, 186-187, plate XV; see more supra, § 2.2.1.

165 It is significant in this regard that on fol. 305r of the Harleianus a Greek-Latin glossary has
been transcribed from a Western hand; and this glossary refers to the works contained in the
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2.2.5 Tracing the sources: The fate of three books of Isaak Argyros in the
fifteenth century

According to an insight by Ernst Gamillscheg,'® later embodied in important
studies by Andrea Tessier,'*” two manuscripts in particular should be referred to
for the activity of Andronikos as a teacher: it is Mutin. a Q.5.20 and Mutin. a
U.9.22. They are well known to scholars thanks to the studies of Alexander Turyn,
Ole Langwitz Smith and those who have dealt with the transmission of ancient
exegetical knowledge.'*® These books are common in that they represent recueils
containing exclusively scholastic material on the text of the three tragedians as
well as to Aristophanes’, Theocritus’, Homer’s, Plato’s, and Pindar’s.

As Filippomaria Pontani has conveniently remarked,'® different sets of scho-
lia refer to different codicological units. In this regard, the codicological analysis
undertaken here in combination with the results of textual criticism studies has
already shown that some of these units are, for instance, older than others. For
the first section of the scholia to the Odyssey as transcribed in Mutin. o U.9.22 (fols
113r-157r lin. 21), the possibility of its making at a time before Andronikos’ arrival
in Italy has been mentioned;"® and the same may apply to the Platonic and Pin-
daric units of Mutin. a Q.5.20. However, the units containing scholia to the trage-
dians, as well as to Aristophanes and Theocritus, were definitely arranged in It-
aly; they all feature the watermark Couronne discussed in the previous pages.

Textual criticism studies have made it possible to trace the potential anti-
graphs from which Kallistos derived these valuable scholia. As far as metrical
scholia to Euripides are concerned, the only other manuscript transmitting mate-
rials resembling those found in Mutin. a U.9.22 (unit I) is the Parmensis 154. Be-

volume, namely Demosthenes’ De corona. The Greek words are extracted in order of occurrence,
without any alphabetical sorting. It is a common practice found also elsewhere; see Rollo 2011,
198-199. It is not surprising that Kallistos, who stood as an interpreter to Demosthenes’ speeches
and was at that time engaged as a teacher of Greek language, made one of his books available
for further copying. Finally, I point out that the handwriting of this anonymous Western pupil,
who was probably the owner of the book (see the annotation in his hand throughout the codex,
e.g. at fol. 1v), bears similarities with that of Demetrios Kastrenos.

166 Gamillscheg 1978, 242.

167 See first Tessier 2000, 351-360 and more insights Tessier 2015b, 172-181; see also the critical
edition by Tessier 2015a.

168 For bibliographical refererences to both Mutin. a Q.5.20 and Mutin. a U.9.22 see infra, § 6.1
(catalogue entries nos 17 and 25).

169 Pontani 2011, 371-372.

170 See supra, §2.1.1.1.
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cause of some minor differences in the organisation of the materials, the Parmen-
sis has been considered by some scholars as a twin of the Mutinensis;"”* however,
there are those, like Tessier,”> who believe that the Mutinensis is actually a copy
of the Parmensis and that these differences can be explained as a personal adap-
tation by Kallistos. In the case of the Prolegomena to the Comedians and the met-
rical scholia to Aristophanes, the research of W. J. W. Koster'” clarified the direct
dependence of the Mutinensis (units II-III) on Par. g. 2821. Although it is not di-
rectly related to the debate on manuscripts only provided with scholia (‘ma-
noscritti “a soli scoli”’, in the words of Tessier), we may here lastly remember that
the text of Theocritus’ Idyllia handed down from Par. gr. 2758 represents the basis
of the so-called recensio Parisina, from which in turn descends a group of manu-
scripts (the so-called genus Vallianum) somehow linked to Kallistos."

The reason for mentioning Par. gr. 2758 is explained by the fact that a special
link exists between these three manuscripts, the Parm. 154, Par. gr. 2821, and Par.
gr. 2758. In fact, they are disiecta membra of a codex that was once unitary. This
is the well known collection of poetic texts that was once the property of the Byz-
antine scholar Isaak Argyros, who copied almost all of the texts contained in
these three volumes.'” From a cultural-historical point of view, the reciprocal re-
lationship of these three manuscripts indirectly provides further evidence sup-
porting the derivation of the texts we have been discussing from the antigraphs
already identified in textual criticism studies. In other words, this enhances the
plausibility that it is exactly these three pieces (and not any of their apographs or
siblings) to which Andronikos had access. Given that it does not seem reasonable
that Andronikos viewed the materials included in these three different manu-
scripts through different routes, we shall infer that Kallistos had access to these
volumes when the three pieces were still together. One asks at this point how,

171 This is the opinion of Schartau 1981, 238-239 and Giinther 1995, 133 ff.

172 See Tessier 2015a, XIII-XIV n. 5.

173 See Koster 1974, LXI-LXII and Koster 1975, XXXIV-XXXVI. With regard to the rearranged
text of the Prolegomena already attributed to the so-called Anonymus Crameri, Koster went so far
as to say: ‘Quaerenti, quisnam fuerit Anonymus Crameri, respondere possum eum illum esse,
qui codicis praestantissimi utriusque partis huius opusculi [...], sc. Estensis a U.9.22 [...], scriba
fuit’ (page XXXIV). In other words, Koster attributed to Andronikos — though without naming
him explicitly — the responsibility for the reworking of Tzetzes’ materials. Something similar can
be observed in the case of the so-called Anecdoton Estense for which see Orlandi 2014a, 170-171.
174 See Gallavotti 1993, 334-336. We will examine this topic in more detail in a specific section
of the work; see infra, § 5.3.1.

175 For Argyros and his intellectual activity, I refer to the monograph by Gioffreda 2020, where
all of the previous bibliography is found. A detailed description of the three manuscripts is found
therein at pages 199-210.
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where, and when Kallistos might have had access to the texts from Argyros’ col-
lection (see Table 2.2).

Table 2.2: Argyros’ and Kallistos’ collections: models and copies.

Manuscripts of Contents Manuscripts of

Isaak Argyros Andronikos Kallistos
Parmensis 154 scholia to Euripides Mutin. a U.9.22 (unit I)
Par. gr. 2821 Prolegomena de comoedia Mutin. o U.9.22 (unit 1)

scholia metrica to Aristophanes Mutin. o U.9.22 (unit 1)

Par. gr. 2758 Theocritus <Theocriti codex deperditus>

Of the fifteenth-century history of Argyros’ manuscript we know nothing, except
that Parm. 154 + Par. gr. 2821 + Par. gr. 2758 ended up in the hands of Niccolo
Michelozzi (1444-1526), Lorenzo de’ Medici’s secretary.'”® The presence of Miche-
lozzi’s ex libris instantly establishes a link between the manuscript and Florence,
something that could also match what we know of Andronikos’ biographical vi-
cissitudes. The connection of the manuscripts with the city of Florence is
strengthened if we further consider that on the leaves of two out of the three pre-
sent parts traces of a hand similar to that of Demetrios Chalkondyles, hitherto
unnoticed, can be found.”” This identification helps us on the one hand in chron-
ologically defining the presence of the manuscript in Renaissance Italy, but —
more importantly — it offers us a further point of connection between the manu-
script itself and Kallistos. Demetrios and Andronikos kept in touch during the
years of their stay in Italy and the one would have succeeded the other in the
1470s to the chair of lecturer in Florence.

176 For a biographical account, see Viti 2010.

177 Inthe case of Par. gr. 2821 see the annotations at fols 13r, 35v, 39v, 74v, 79r, 86r. Within Par.
gr. 2758, in this hand similar to Chalkondyles’ are at least the marginalia at fols 46v, 68r, whereas
I'have not found any in the Parmensis. For the transfer of books which passed through the hands
of Chalkondyles himself and the brothers Niccold and Bernardo Michelozzi, see most recently
Orlandi 2021b, 183-185 (with further bibliography). We shall hereby add a further element of
connection between Chalkondyles and Michelozzi. In a book owned by Niccolo, i.e. Par. gr. 2683,
I found some notes (see e.g. fol. 70r) applied in the margins by an anonymous hand which has
already been linked to the Umkreis of Chalkondyles: it is the copyist identified by David Speranzi
in the second codicological unit of Laur. 74.12 (= fols 45r-62v) and in Ambr. Trotti 182; see
Speranzi 2011, 118. As far as annotations in different hands are concerned, see e.g. fols 119v, 1291,
167v, 220v.
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Strictly speaking, one can now envisage two possibilities: 1. Kallistos himself
may have been in possession of the manuscript for a long time and made use of
it over the years, before leaving it in Florence on his departure; 2. Chalkondyles
himself or one of his pupils may have been the owner of the manuscript and made
it available to Andronikos (around the years 1457-1466, as indicated by the
Couronne watermark found in Kallistos’ copies) to enable him to draw useful
teaching materials from it. Whatever the case may be, Argyros’ manuscript was
in Florence between 1471 and 1483, when Angelo Poliziano — who, one must re-
member, was first a pupil of Kallistos and then of Chalkondyles — used it to copy
the scholia to the Euripides’ Byzantine triad in his famous notebook Par. gr.
3069.78

2.2.6 Laying out materials for teaching and studying

The mise en page of five manuscripts, which are all copied on paper watermarked
Couronne, can be traced back for several reasons to Kallistos’ scholarly activity in
these years. They present recurring features, to which it is important to turn our
attention here. In addition to the fact that the same paper has been used for their
production, these manuscripts display a 29-lines Leroy-Sautel 20D1 ruling
scheme; of these 29 lines, however, only 15 are alternatively employed for writing
the main text. The aim is to create in this way a suitable space for the addition of
interlinear annotations, glosses, and commentary notes. If one considers the
teaching activity constantly undertaken by Andronikos during these years, it is
likely that manuscripts of this kind originated from within a school environment.
Some of these books were copied by Kallistos for himself and were part of his
private collection until they were sold: they are the Mutin. a T.9.2 (unit V) (Soph.,
Antigone) (see Plate 13), the Laur. Ashb. 1144 (Pindar, Lycophron) (Fig. 2.25) and
the Mutin. a Q.5.21 (unit II) (Musaeus) (Fig. 2.26).

178 For bibliographical references about the schola see Pontani 2011, 373 n. 867, 395-402. For
the Par. gr. 3069 refer to Silvano 2010 and Daneloni 2011.
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Fig. 2.25: Laur. Ashb. 1144, fol.7r; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

Fig. 2.26: Mutin. a Q.5.21, fol. 68r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

Other samples, which never belonged to the collection of Kallistos, may have
been copies produced by the master for his students: these are Ott. gr. 355 (unit I)
(Aristophanes, Plutus) and, above all, Ambr. P. 84 sup. (Theocritus, Idyllia) (see
Figs 2.27-2.28), of which we will have the opportunity to speak in more detail
elsewhere.'”

179 Seeinfra, §5.3.1.
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Fig. 2.27: Ott. gr. 355, fol. 2r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

Fig. 2.28: Ambr. P. 84 sup., fol. 3v; © Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana.

While waiting for a further analysis, we can give a list of books copied between
Bologna, Ferrara, and Padua, which refer to this decade (1456-1466):

Comensis 1.3.19

Laur. Ashb. 1144

Laur. Ashb. 1599 (units I + restoration of unit III)

Ambr. H 52 sup. (unit I)

Ambr. 156 sup. (with the exception of fols 242-1I")

Ambr. P 84 sup.

Mutin. a P.5.19

Mutin. a P.6.13 (unit II)
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Mutin. a Q.5.20 (units I -III, V-VI)
Mutin. o Q.5.21 (unit II)

Mutin. a T.9.1

Mutin. a T.9.2 (fols 68-98, 132-177)
Mutin. a T.9.14 (restoration)
Mutin. a U.5.1 (fols 1-201)

Mutin. a V.7.1 (fols 1-56, 58-59)
Par. gr. 2038 (unit I)

Par. gr. 2046 (fols 126-131)

Par. gr. 2069

Par. gr. 3011 (restoration)

Salm. 230 (red titles)

Ott. gr. 355 (unit I)

Marc. gr. Z. 611 (unit II).

2.3 Working as a scribe, acting as a scholar: Rome and
Florence (1466-1474)

2.3.1 In Rome at Bessarion’s house (1466-1471)

It is possible to identify a group of manuscripts which have been copied with
certainty in Rome, as Andronikos transcribed for Bessarion classical and
medieval Greek texts in the years 1466—1471; this activity, which he undertook
together with other scribes of Bessarion’s milieu (like Georgios Alexandros
Chomatas, Georgios Tzangaropulos and Iohannes Plusiadenos), was part of the
Cardinal’s effort to avoid their loss after Costantinople’s fall.

Marc. gr. Z. 198 is likely not to have been realised before 1466, i.e. at the time
of Kallistos’ settlement in Rome at Bessarion’s house. The name of the Cardinal
within the ex libris is followed by the title of ‘Latin patriarch of Constantinople’
(= post 1463).15° Kallistos was appointed with the task of writing down the final
copy of Bessarion’s own philosophical works: In calumniatorem Platonis (namely
the third edition of the Greek text in four books),'® Correctio interpretationis
Georgii Trapezuntii in libros Platonis de legibus and De natura et arte.'® Consider

180 See Mioni 1981, 310.
181 The work is edited in Mohler 1927.
182 The work has recently been republished in Mariev, Marchetto and Luchner 2015.
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that Andronikos had already corrected an earlier version of the text copied down
by Bessarion himself in the manuscript Scor. X.II1.1.8

One traces back to the same period the manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 238 (Michael
of Ephesos’ commentary on Parva naturalia and on Aristotle’s treatises on
animals)®®* (see Plate 14): fols 62r—124r are in Andronikos’ hand,*® in this case
testifying a collaboration with Georgios Alexandros Chomatas (fols 2r-61v)*® and
the so-called Anonymus A-T Harlfinger (fols 124v-227v)." A chronological
indication for the making of this manuscript is found in the codex itself. For in ex
libris at fol. 1v Bessarion’s name is accompanied by the title episcopus Sabinorum,
which, as said, he obtained in October 1468.

While analysing the manuscripts of Bessarion’s library now kept at the Mar-
ciana, I found another trace of Kallistos’ study activity in Rome, gone unnoticed
so far. In the Marc. gr. Z. 226, a very ancient parchment codex containing Sim-
plicius’ commentary on Physics,® a single marginal annotation at <fol. 290v> —
as can be seen in the specimen (Plate 15) — is without doubt in his own hand. This

183 See Martinez Manzano 2018, 379-380 and plate 8.

184 See Mioni 1981. Some partial collations which I carried out on Michael of Ephesos’ text con-
firmed the proximity between the text of Marc. gr. Z. 238 and that of Marc. gr. Z. 237 (last quarter
of thirteenth century), which was already hypothesized more than a century ago by Wendland
1903, IX. It is noticeable, however, that the text of Marc. gr. Z. 238 bears significant similarities
with that of Par. gr. 2066, a manuscript copied in the same years by Kallistos himself, whose
antigraph has been not identified. It seems thus to be a case of deliberate contamination, similar
to what we have seen before (see supra, § 2.1.3) with regard to the text of Timaeus in Marc. gr. Z.
190. This issue should be further examined in the future through more collations, in order to
definitely overcome the assessment of Hayduck 1904, XIII, according to which Marc. gr. Z. 238 is
amere apograph of Marc. gr. Z. 237. Furthermore, I gathered more pieces of evidence concerning
the proximity between the text of Par. gr. 2066 (Par) and that of the first printed edition by Aldo
Manuzio (Ald). I attach below some significant instances: 15,11 év nivoxi] £&v 1@ mtivaxt Par Ald;
15,23 kai 87 67t Par Ald; 16,7 £yypagev] éyypageioav Par Ald; 16,13 post vonua add. pévov Par
Ald; 17,18 €& aiobroewg] éEwbev Par Ald; 18,1 6p@v om. Par Ald; 20,28 dvahapBavel] Aappavet
Par Ald; 21,9 tob éxopévov] T@ €xopévy Par Ald; 21,17 §Ovacbat fipuag adto] fudg adto Suvachal
Par Ald; 21,25 Tfig Gvapvioewg S TovTwv] 8i& Tovtwv TG Gvopvrioews Par Ald; 22,17 ante
oupBePnkog add. kai Par Ald; 22,18 8¢] yap Par Ald; 22,26 i 1] &l ye Par Ald; 23,9 @opév] Epapev
Par Ald.

185 Identification in Mioni 1976, 298.

186 Identification in Harlfinger 1974, no. 57.

187 Identification in Harlfinger 1974, no. 59. Mioni 1981, 351 mistakenly refers in this case to
Iohannes Plusiadenos. In the manuscript Berol. Phillipps 1585, I found one annotation in the
hand of the <Anonymus A-T> at fol. 118r: this finding helps corroborate the hypothesis of the
transit of the Berolinensis from Florence to Rome postulated by Speranzi 2018, 226.

188 For a description refer to Mioni 1981, 339-340.
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notabile (onpeiwoat | ept adtokviTov) simply points to the subject of discussion
of these lines.”® The presence of Andronikos’ hand in this codex does not indicate
at all that he was ever the owner; unlike what happened with Diodorus Marc. gr.
Z. 374, it is much easier to imagine in this case that Andronikos had temporary
access to a volume owned by Bessarion for mere consultation. It is worth recalling
that Kallistos had already explored text of Simplicius’ commentary: while living
in Padua, between 1457 and 1462 he had consulted Par. gr. 1908 owned by Palla
Strozzi, and he had probably extracted from this very book some of his arguments
for his reply to Michael Apostoles (the Defensio Theodori Gazae).”® It is not sur-
prising then that he intended to consult after some time (in Rome in the second
half of the 1460s, judging also from the ductus of the note) even this ancient wit-
ness, property of Cardinal Bessarion.

It has already been noted above that the exchange of books between Kallistos
and Bessarion was mutual and that some of the manuscripts in Andronikos’ col-
lection served as models for the making of books intended to enrich Bessarion’s
library. During the years of Kallistos’ Roman sojourn, the Marc. gr. Z. 480 was set
up.® This sumptuous, large-format parchment codex represents a kind of poetic
collection, gathering mainly authors of the Hellenistic period (e.g. Oppian, Theo-
critus, Dionysius Periegetes, Nicander, Apollonius Rhodius; the exception is Hes-
iod). Marc. gr. Z. 480 is a clean copy, which is only apparently of little importance;
in fact it represents the outcome of a philological undertaking carried out in the
late 1460s at Bessarion’s house from different models. For many of the aforemen-
tioned authors, the text — which is of good quality and already known to the ed-
itors — in some cases goes back to more than one model. The scribe entrusted
with the task of the final transcription of the collection was Georgios Tribizias. In
at least three cases the readings given in the texts that have been copied here go
back to Andronikos’ manuscripts: Theocritus,” the scholia to Aratus,”* and the

189 810 kai i ToUTO TO GTOTMOV ArNYAyeTo TOV Adyov TO TO avTO £V 6V Kai Gropov T@ eibet
Suvéper Gpa kai vepyeia Eoeabat kai 00w 6v kal AN v, WG £l Y€ Tig Sinpnpévny AapBdvor v
PNV £ig 0 Suvdpel kai O Evepyeiq, oUKETL dTomov £6Tat TO TO abTO SuvApel eival kal évepyeia
(Simpl. in Arist. Phys., ed. Diels 1895, 1250,10-15).

190 See infra, Appendix 1.

191 A description in Mioni 1985a, 272-276.

192 See more infra, § 5.3.1.

193 See Martin 1974, IX-XII.
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Argonautica Orphica.” 1 summarize below (see Table 2.3) the data concerning
Andronikos’ books in a table.'

Table 2.3: Bessarion’s manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 480 and its models.

Manuscripts Contents Marc. gr. Z. 480
owned by Kallistos owned by Bessarion
<Theocriti codex deperditus> Theocritus, ldyllia fols 105v-128r
Mutin. a T.9.14, fols 1r-53r Aratus, Phaenomena (scholia) fols 172r-197v
Mutin. a T.9.2, fols 99r —130r Argonautica Orphica fols 401r-416v

Recent studies have shown that during his stay in Rome Kallistos worked at times
as a copyist not only for Bessarion, but also for other prominent personalities:
among these is Nicholaus of Kotor (c. 1427-1480), bishop of Modrus.””® Two
parchment codices, included in the library of the prelate and containing
Aristotle’s works, are wholly in the hand of Andronikos: Vat. gr. 249 (Physica) and
Vat. gr. 257 (Metaphysica).”” A copy of Theodoros Gazes’ Grammar, Vat. gr. 13, in
the hand of Georgios Hermonymos and Demetrios Triboles, was given to the
bishop of Modrus."”® This book had been fully annotated and revised by Kallistos.
For this reason, one may suspect that this was initially his private copy, but there

194 As shown by Vian 1979, 29-31, Mutin. « T.9.2 served — along with the Vat. gr. 1691 (which
belonged to Bessarion) — as a model to Marc. gr. Z. 480.

195 As noted in Mioni’s catalogue, another important model to the Marc. gr. Z. 480 was the
manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 464, a book in the hand of Demetrios Triklinios which was already in-
cluded in Bessarion’s library.

196 For the relationship between Kallistos and the bishop, see Rollo 2006a, 366—377. Part of
Nicholaus’ library ended up in the church of Santa Maria del Popolo in Rome and hence in the
Biblioteca Angelica. The most valuable codices, however, entered the Biblioteca Apostolica Vat-
icana in 1481. On Nicholaus see Floramo 2012 and Spoljarié 2018 (with further bibliography).
197 In both cases the identification of the copyist is found in Harlfinger 1971, 413.

198 Arecent description of the codex is in Kalatzi 2009, 304-305. It is one of the numerous cop-
ies of Gazes’ Grammatica — all graphically and codicologically similar to each other — manufac-
tured by Georgios Hermonymos during his ‘Italian’ years, between Venice and Rome, in collab-
oration with other copysts and scholars from Bessarion’s milieu. Also by his hand is the
manuscript Lond. Add. 18492 (identification in RGK I 61), as well as Norimb. Cent. V App. 49a,
copied for Regiomontanus (identification by Dieter Harlfinger), Neap. I1.D.9 (Stefec 2014, 179—
180), and Ott. gr. 331 (I anticipated this identification in Martinelli Tempesta 2020a, 229).



104 = Tracing Manuscripts in Time and Space: On Kallistos’ Scribal Activity

is no certainty at the moment as to whether the book belonged to the collection.'”
In the case of Vat. lat. 1532, a book realised for Nicholaus by the scribe Giovanni
da Itri, Andronikos was commisioned to add some graeca in the Latin text of
Aulus Gellius’ Noctes Atticae, as discovered some years ago by Antonio Rollo.*®®

An analogous work was carried out by Kallistos in a witness to Suetonius’
Vitae Caesarum: it is Vat. Chis. H.V.159. Again Rollo* identified the addition of
the Greek passages within this book as a work accomplished by Andronikos. In
this case, however, we cannot establish who commissioned the work, where it
was carried out (probably in Rome, because of the similarities between the ductus
of Chis. H.V.159 and the aforementioned Vat. lat. 1532 as well as other samples
discussed so far) and why it was not completed. For the transcription of the Greek
additions stops at Tib. 21, with the quotation from II. 10,246-247.

Another manuscript of Suetonius’ De vita Caesarum extensively annotated by
Kallistos is Berol. lat. fol. 850.**I recently discovered a third exemplar of the same
work at the National Library of Berlin with a single intervention by <Andronikos>
at Nero 39,2 (ExotnBeA£tng): it is the codex lat. fol. 199 (fol. 143v; see Fig. 2.29).

Fig. 2.29: Berol. lat. fol. 199, fol. 143v; © Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin.

199 See on this issue Rollo 2006a. Another copy of Gazes’ grammar, Ott. gr. 52, realised a few
years earlier (in the first half of the 1460s) by Iohannes Rhosos, had also been likewise corrected
in a few instances by Kallistos. The identification of the marginal annotation in Kallistos’ hand
on fol. 37v of the Ottobonianus is registered in RGK III 31 (some corrections to this record are in
Rollo 20064, 376); the interventions on <fols 7v, 15v> are also Andronikos’ work.

200 Rollo 2006a, 370. I correct hereby a reference by Botley 2019, 191 n. 83 which mistakenly
ascribed to Kallistos another manuscript of Gellius (= Barb. lat. 123), thus misunderstanding the
indication by Rollo. A description of Vat. lat. 1532 is found in Nogara 1912, 49-50; concerning the
copyist of the Latin text, Giovanni da Itri, see Caldelli 2006, 26, 45, 115. For a comprehensive
study of the graeca of the Noctes Atticae by Gellius refer to Martinelli Tempesta 2016b.

201 Rollo 20064, 377-380.

202 See Rollo 2020a, 129-130, 144, 148, 159, 189.
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While awaiting the finding of Latin books that belonged with certainty to Kallis-
tos’ personal library, it is without doubt remarkable that as many as three copies
of the same Latin work annotated by him have come to light.

An important witness of Theodoros Gazes’ Grammar is Neap. I1.D.9. It was
part of the sixteenth-century book collection of Aulo Giano Parrasio (1470-1521)
and, thence, of Antonio Seripando’s (1486-1531). The Neapolitanus appears not
to have previously belonged to Kallistos’.”® However, it is a valuable record of the
interaction between Kallistos and members of Bessarion’s circle, in Rome and/or
at a distance. It is almost entirely in the hand of Georgios Hermonymos,** with
the exception of fols 101v lin. 11-102v lin. 3 and fol. 104v lin. 1-19, which I ascribe
here, for the first time, to <Georgios Tribizias> (see Fig. 2.30).

Fig. 2.30: Neap. 11.D.9, fol. 102r; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele III’.

In terms of palaeographic expertise the most important issue, however, does not
concern the copyists responsible for the transcription, but rather all the hitherto
neglected hands that abundantly annotated the manuscript. First, we can ascribe
with certainty some marginal and interlinear notes to the hand of <Andronikos
Kallistos> himself. They appear at fols 3v, 10r, 11v, 12v, 14r, 15rv, 18v (see Fig. 2.31).

203 A brief description is in Formentin 1995, 13. As reported in the catalogue, one finds, in ad-
dition to Seripando’s, another ex libris in guard-leaves of the codex: at fol. IIr one reads I'oupeAAn
Sepanta | ToupeAhov | ktijpa TopeAhiov oD Péttov. This person could be identified with a cer-
tain Gregoro (= Gregorello - Gorello/Gurello) Della Ratta de Castello ‘homo doctissimo in greco
et latino’ mentioned by Francesco Filelfo in a letter to Francesco Sforza dated 9 October 1459,
preserved at the Archivio di Stato Milano, Autografi 127, s.v. ‘Filelfo’, c. 9. This letter has never
been associated with the Naples manuscript so far.

204 Identification by Stefec 2014, 180; see also Martinelli Tempesta 2020a, 249.
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Fig. 2.31: Neap. 11.D.9, fol. 11v; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele III’.

As can be seen in the picture, these are in almost all cases additions to passages
accidentally omitted by Hermonymos rather than corrections intended to im-
prove the text by conjecture.

Some other marginalia should instead be referred to the hand of another
member of Bessarion’s Gelehrtenkreis: <Alexios Keladenos>.?> These notes are
found at fols <1rv, 2r, 5rv, 6v, 8rv> (see Fig. 2.32).

Fig. 2.32: Neap. I1.D.9, fol. 5r; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele I1I°.

205 For significant specimina of the hand of Keladenos (formerly known as Anonymus 8-kai
Harlfinger), see Harlfinger 1974, nos 62—-63 and Speranzi 2011. For the career of Keladenos refer
now to Speranzi 2015a (with further bibliography).



Working as a scribe, acting as a scholar: Rome and Florence (1466-1474) —— 107

In the marginal sections of the leaves, one comes across the writing of a third
hand, whose identity is still unknown. It is the so-called <Anonymus 14 Harlfin-
ger>.” A few years ago, David Speranzi®” recognized his hand in some manu-
script kept today in Florence at the Biblioteca Riccardiana; all these books are in
some way connected to Demetrios Chalkondyles and Theodoros Gazes and date
from the the third quarter of the fifteenth century. As far as Neap. I1.D.9 is con-
cerned, one can ascribe to his hand the interventions at <fols 4v, 7v, 8v, 11r and
13v> (see Fig. 2.33).

Fig. 2.33: Neap. 11.D.9, fol. 11r; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele III’.

Last but not least, in the margins of Neap. I1.D.9 appear autograph notes by the
author of the work himself, <Theodoros Gazes> (see Fig. 2.34).2%¢

Fig. 2.34: Neap. 11.D.9, fol. 18r ; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele III’.

The corrections of Gazes are located at fols 4v, 8r and 18r. The most interesting
intervention is the last one found on fol. 181, i.e. in the final part of book I of the

206 Harlfinger 1971, 418.

207 See Speranzi 2010a, 197-198 and Speranzi 2012, 348-349.

208 For a comparison refer to the specimina published in Speranzi 2010a, Speranzi 2012, Orlandi
2015, and Orlandi 2020b.
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Grammar, within the section devoted to adverbs (¢mppripoata). With regard to the
adverbs indicating command/prescription (napaxéAevolc), the text of Gazes’ an-
notation reads as follows: T 8¢ mapakeAevoewg, olov dye: @épe- Sedte: Sedpo-
elo- 101 This clause is missing in most of the manuscripts of the Grammar as well
as in the printed edition by Aldo (1495).>” One wonders whether Gazes inserted
this correction at a later stage, i.e. when his work had already been widely read,
studied, and reproduced in multiple copies in the Italian humanistic circles. In
this sense, the discovery of Gazes’ annotations in the Naples manuscript un-
doubtedly represents a turning point for a more in-depth study of the history of
the composition and transmission of the text.

A last piece of information about the writings found in the Naples manuscript
concerns one of its possible owners. In the front guard-leaves is an annotation in
the hand of <Harmonios of Athens> (see Fig. 2.35).

Fig. 2.35: Neap. I1.D.9, fol. Illr; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele III’.

Concerning him*° we know that he took over some manuscripts previously be-
longing to Theodoros Gazes, who — as we have seen — appears here among the
annotators of his own work.

As suggested by the analysis of the watermarks®" and the biographical infor-
mation on the activity of the aforementioned scribes and annotators, the place of

211

209 ISTCig00110000. While preparing a more detailed study on the issue, I checked so far about
60 manuscript copies of the Grammar. Traces of Gazes’ editorial corrections related to those ones
inserted in Neap. I1.D.9 are only found in a few witnesses, e.g. Ott. gr. 331, Reg. gr. 148, Barb. gr.
89, Par. gr. 2583, and Barb. gr. 35 (the latter bearing other annotations/interventions in the hand
of Gazes, as anticipated in Speranzi 2017, 147 n. 33 and Orlandi 2021b, 181 n. 5). Some general
issues concerning dating and whereabouts of the work had previously been discussed in Botley
2010, 14-25

210 PLP 91091. For new findings see Martinez Manzano 2019b, 199-208 (with previous biblio-
graphical references) and Orlandi 2020a, 239-240.

211 Two drawings are found: 1. Huchet similar to the types Briquet 7834 (Rome, 1470) and 25
Harlfinger (Rome, Jan./Febr. 1471, copyist Iohannes Rhosos); 2. Chapeau similar to the types 3387
Briquet (c. 1465) and 12 Harlfinger (Venice, 1471, copyist lohannes Rhosos). See also Formentin
1995, 13.
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making of Neap. II.D.9 might have been Rome some time in the 1460s. However,
precisely because of the presence — between the text (Hermonymos and Tribi-
zias)?? and the marginal annotations (Kallistos, Keladenos, the so-called Anony-
mus 14, and Gazes)?> — of so many personalities who had contact with Bessarion,
caution is called for. Indeed, we cannot exclude the possibility that the correction
of the manuscript did take place at different times and places.

A small, yet significant piece of evidence of the circulation of manuscripts
amongst members of the Cardinal’s circle is represented by the discovery of a
diagram in the hand of <Andronikos> in the upper margin of fol. 109v of Ott. gr.
181 (Fig. 2.36).

Fig. 2.36: Ott. gr. 181, fol. 109v; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

The Ottobonianus is a book entirely copied by the Moreote copyist and learned
man Demetrios Raul Kabakes, whose activity in Rome in the third quarter of the
fifteenth century is well documented.?®

David Speranzi recently demonstrated that the first codicological unit (fols
II, 1-44) of Laur. 74.12 also originated in Rome, at Bessarion’s ‘court’, in the

212 For the activity of Georgios Hermonymos refer to Martinelli Tempesta 2020a. For Tribizias
see Speranzi 2016a.

213 All corrections are concentrated in some twenty folios, i.e. those in which the first book of
the Grammar was copied. In the remaining three books, there is no trace of corrections by any of
these scholars: one therefore gets the impression of watching Bessarion’s entourage at work to
‘finish’ the first book of the Grammar (as if the text of the other three did not require further
revisions). This fact might not be accidental; possible reasons must be sought in the future
amidst the very folds of the textual history of Gazes’ work.

214 1 shall examine again this manuscript at a future date in order to provide a more precise
dating and location.

215 For the activity of Kabakes refer to Bacchelli 2007. When in Rome, Kabakes may have had
access to the manuscript collection of Kallistos: Kabakes’ copy of ps.-Hesiod’s Scutum, Vat. gr.
2237, turned out to be an apograph of Andronikos’ Mutin. a T.9.14; see Corrales Pérez 1994, 130.
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second half of 1460s.2¢ The section where Kallistos’ hand has been found (fols
35-44; see a specimen in Plate 16) contains excerpts from works by Galen,
Aristotle, Xenophon, Porphyry, along with a brief essay De platonico communi
usu mulierum, which has been tentatively attributed to Kallistos by Anna
Pontani.?” As said, the first codicological unit (fols 3-44) of Laur. 74.12 is certainly
of Roman origin. In these leaves there is the mark Huchet 25 Harlfinger, which
that German scholar catalogued starting from two codices undersigned in Rome
by Iohannes Rhosos between January and February 1971.%¢ The discovery of the
same watermark in other codices in Kallistos’ collection, together with other data
of a palaeographic, philological, and historical-cultural nature, allows us to date
them to these years (1466—-1471) with a high degree of probability.

A first example is given by Vind. Hist. gr. 78 (Fig. 2.37) (Plethon’s excerpts from
classical historical works; Themistius’ paraphrase to Aristotle’s Parva naturalia).

Fig. 2.37: Vind. Hist. gr. 78, fol. 7r; © Osterreichische Nationalbibliothek.

Plethon’s excerpts copied by Kallistos in the Vindobonensis correspond in order
and content to those in Marc. gr. Z. 406 owned by Bessarion, from which they
seem to descend.”® The Vindobonensis is a codex made up of three coeval codi-
cological units (I = fols 1-67bis; II = fols 68—96bis; III = fols 97-106) containing,
respectively, Plethonian excerpts to historians, Themistius’ commentary on some

216 See Speranzi 2011, 118-119, who also identified within this book the hands of Theodoros
Gazes, Manuel Atrapes, Alexios Keladenos, and Bessarion. One of the watermarks which
Speranzi found in these leaves (= Huchet 25 Harlfinger) turned out to be absolutely decisive in
order to ascribe to this Roman period other codices copied by Kallistos (see infra, in this chapter).
217 See Pontani 1989, 139-142.

218 This drawing (registered in Harlfinger 1974-1980) is also comparable to the type 7834 Bri-
quet (Rome, 1470).

219 See Maltese 1989.
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Parva naturalia, and excerpts from Aelian.”” The quires’ numeration begins with
iota, clearly suggesting that the first nine quires are now missing. A still readable
index at fol. IlIr gives us some insights into their content: there originally were
letters from Bessarion and Plethon about the four Aristotelic causes and other
pamphlets by Plethon, namely those of Contra Scholarii in defensionem Aristo-
telis, De differentiis, and De virtutibus. The index also suggests that the codex did
not end with the excerpts from Aelian, but also initially included some (unspeci-
fied) ‘platonica {ntrpoata dképada’ and the pseudo-Aristotelic treatise De lineis
insecabilibus.

For Michael of Ephesos’ text, copied by Kallistos in Par. gr. 2066 (Plate 17), a
proximity with Marc. gr. Z. 238, made around 1468, has already been suggested;*
the discovery of the watermark Huchet 25 Harlfinger in the Paris manuscript con-
tributes now to further confirm the hypothesis of its ‘Roman’ origin.

I came across the same drawing in two further manuscripts currently kept in
the Bibliothéque nationale de France, which are palaeographically consistent
with the aforementioned. I shall recall first the second codicological unit of Par.
gr. 2038 (= fols 113-130).%2 As anticipated, on fols 109v—130r Andronikos accom-
plished the copy of the text of Aristotle’s Poetics. For the transcription he made
use of some blank leaves left from the former last quire of the manuscript (i.e. fols
109v-112v, watermarked Monts), thus adding fols 113-130 (watermarked Huchet
25 Harlfinger) in order to complete the copying work.

In Par. gr. 2346 (Euclid),” copied by Kallistos (Plate 18) in collaboration with
Michael Lygizos and Georgios Tribizias, the watermark Huchet 25 is accompanied
by a drawing Arbaléte, which matches with the type 746 Briquet (Rome, 1469)
and is very similar to the type 21 Harlfinger (Rome, 12 Febr. 1471, cop. Iohannes
Rhosos).

An ‘external’ extra-codicological indication regarding the whereabouts of
this drawing Arbaléte comes from Mutin. a V.7.17.% The first codicological unit
(= fols 2-51) contains a selection of Plutarch’s Moralia in the hand of Georgios
Tzangaropulos? directly copied from a codex available in Rome, in Bessarion’s

220 For information on the Plethonian excerpta to the historians, see Maltese 1984; the text is
edited in Maltese 1989.

221 See supra, in this chapter.

222 About the textual features of this manuscript see infra, § 5.4.2.

223 Studied by Rollo 2014b.

224 For a description of the codex, see infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 27).

225 Identification by Dieter Harlfinger in Gamillscheg 1978, 238.
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collection: Marc. gr. Z. 511.%° The second codicological unit (= fols 52-73), trans-
mitting some Problemata attributed to Alexander of Aphrodisias and Cassius
Iatrosophista, bears equally decisive evidence. The text of the Pseudo-Alexander
transcribed in these leaves by Kallistos is close to that found in other books cir-
culating in Bessarion’s Roman ‘academy’:*’ the Oxon. New College 233 — recently
attributed to Theodoros Gazes’ collection®® — and Leid. Voss. Misc. 16.%*

The sum of this codicological and philological data thus allows us with al-
most absolute certainty to locate in Rome manuscripts presenting the same shape
of Arbaléte.” In this regard, we have to mention other two manuscripts: it is Si-
nod. gr. 267 and Par. gr. 1878 (see Plate 19). In the Paris codex the drawing Arba-
lete appears in combination with another watermark located in Rome in those
same years (that is Chapeau 12 Harlfinger);”' this book contains Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ commentary on Aristotle’s Metaphysics.” The other half of the com-
mentary (books V-XIII) — today attributed to Michael of Ephesos and no longer
to Alexander of Aphrodisias — was copied by Kallistos in a separate volume, now
Par. gr. 1879, bearing identical palaeographic and codicological features, with re-
gard to size, mise en page and watermarks:?>* the Arbaléte does not appear, but
the drawing Chapeau is clearly visible.?*

The text of Xenophon’s Hiero, copied by Kallistos in the fourth (the last) co-
dicological unit (= fols 104r—111r) of the Mutin. a V.7.17 (Plate 21) shows readings
which imply the consultation of Laur. Conv. soppr. 112.%° This manuscript, once
belonging to the library of Antonio Corbinelli (1376/77-1425), had been kept at
the Badia Fiorentina since about the middle of the fifteenth century.?* One would
therefore be inclined to think that Andronikos had access to the manuscript only
from September 1471, that is, from the beginning of his stay in Florence. However,

226 See Gdrtner 1974, XXIV.

227 See Kapetanaki 2006, 82—-84.

228 See Speranzi 2012, 336, 349-350.

229 Both of them have been copied by the so-called Anonymus 24 Harlfinger; see Harlfinger
1971, 419.

230 See also the case of Vat. lat. 1542 presented in Orlandi 2020a.

231 See Harlfinger 1974-1980, s.v.

232 The text was first edited in Hayduck 1891. More details on Par. gr. 1878 are found in Golitsis
2016, 61-62 and in the new critical edition by Golitsis 2022 (see in part. LV-XCI, CIX-CX).

233 See Orlandi 2014b, 167.

234 See for instance fols 5/6, 45/46, 64/65. For a description of both Paris manuscripts, see infra,
§ 6.1 (catalogue entries nos 34 and 35).

235 See Bandini and Dorion 2021, CCV. On Laur. Conv. soppr. 112 refer also to Rollo 2004a and
Orlandi 2013, 195, 199, 202, 206.

236 For Corbinelli and his library refer to Rollo 2004a.
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material evidence coming from the analysis of the manuscript forces reconsider-
ation of the possibility that the copying of the fourth unit of the Mutinensis also
took place at the time of Andronikos’ Roman sojourn. For we found in these
leaves the same paper watermarked Arbaléte and Chapeau presented in the pre-
vious cases. Moreover, one of the main sources used by Kallistos for the text of
Xenophon’s minor works is the aforementioned Marc. gr. Z. 511, belonging to Bes-
sarion’s collection.” In a very recent paper, Ciro Giacomelli has shown that man-
uscripts kept in Florence (also, but not exclusively, at the Badia) were at any rate
accessible to Bessarion and/or members of his entourage for the purpose of mak-
ing copies (all produced between the 1450s and the 1460s).”# This circumstance
allows us to hypothesize that it was indeed during the years of his Roman so-
journ, which he spent in the house of Bessarion at Church of the Holy Apostles,
that Andronikos was able to temporarily consult the manuscripts preserved at
monastic institutions in the city of Florence. As will be seen later, the access to
these collections was to become easier for Kallistos once he settled permanently
in the city and formed an established habit.

In conclusion, the manuscripts copied by Kallistos which can be traced back
to his stay in Rome (between 1466 and 1471) are the following:

Mutin. a V.7.17 (units II-1V)

Sinod. gr. 267

Par. gr. 1878

Par. gr. 1879

Par. gr. 2038 (unit II)

Par. gr. 2066

Par. gr. 2346

Vat. gr. 249

Vat. gr. 257

Marc. gr. Z.198

Marc. gr. Z. 238

Vind. Hist. gr. 78.

2.3.2 Enriching the collection in Florence (1471-1474)

Cross-referencing of historical, codicological, and philological data allows us to
group together a set of manuscripts, which turned out to be copies of books kept

237 For more details, see infra, § 5.3.2.
238 See Manfredini 1994, 41-42 and Giacomelli 2021a, 108-111.
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at different libraries in Renaissance Florence. In most cases it has been possible
to link to the years 1471-1474 manuscripts sharing the same palaeographic and
codicological features. To mention one particular instance, as with cases from
earlier periods, one watermark stands out as the leitmotif of an homogeneous
group of manuscripts made at the same time and place. In some other cases, the
use of the results of textual criticism studies has likewise been decisive. Interest-
ingly, Andronikos made use of his stay in Florence by carefully exploring the col-
lections of monastic institutions to enrich his own collection. Therefore, we begin
the survey from the manuscripts that happened to be apographs of books pre-
served at Florentine cultural institutions.

2.3.2.1 Aristotle’s commentators at the library of the Badia Fiorentina

At least one book included in Andronikos’ collection turned out to be an apo-
graph of a manuscript kept at the Badia. By means of some partial collations, the
text of the anonymous commentary on Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations tran-
scribed by Kallistos in the first codicological unit of Mutin. a Q.5.21 (= fols 1-60)
(see Plate 22) happens to be a copy of Laur. 71.32 (fourteenth century).” Further-
more, the material analysis of the Mutinesis has brought to light the watermark
akin to the type Chapaeu Briquet 3387 (Venice/Florence, c. 1464-1476). This
drawing is typical — for instance — of some autographs by Iohannes Skutariotes,
whose activity in Florence is well documented.*°

2.3.2.2 Copying manuscripts from Niccoli’s book collection at the Convent of
San Marco

As with the manuscripts kept at the Badia Fiorentina, it is evident that Kallistos
had access at the Convent of San Marco to some books previously owned by Nic-
colo Niccoli. The first two manuscripts to be presented are Mutin. a T.8.13 (Apol-
lonius Rhodius) and its pendant Mutin. o P.6.13 (scholia to Apoll. Rhod.)* (see
Plates 23-24). Both of them were fully copied by Kallistos on paper watermarked
Chapeau in a drawing almost identical to the type Briquet 3387 (c. 1464-1476). In
addition, some folios of Mutin a P.6.13 are evidence to the drawing Echelle similar

239 The text of the Paraphrasis in Sophisticos Elenchos is edited in Hayduck 1884; Hayduck,
though, did not collate the Mutinensis.

240 See for instance Mutin. o T.8.20 and Haun. GkS 1570,4°, copied by Skutariotes and anno-
tated (most likely in Florence) by Kallistos. Particular attention to this drawing had already been
given by Gamillscheg 1978, 243. For the scribal activity of Skutariotes refer now to Martinelli
Tempesta 2012.

241 The codex belongs to the so-called recensio Parisina; see Wendel 1932, 11.
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to the type Briquet 5910 (Florence, 1473-1474) which we will discuss further be-
low. With regard to these manuscripts, a cultural-historical link with the city of
Florence is already suggested by their contents. For Apollonius Rhodius’ Argo-
nautica had not been lectured on by Kallistos in the frame of his former teaching
activity in other cities and seems, therefore, to have been interpreted for the first
time in Florence during the early 1470s.*? As far as the text and the scholia of
Argonautics are concerned, a more detailed evaluation about the manuscript
sources of Kallistos’ copies (i.e. Mutin. a T.8.13 and P.6.13) is needed. According
to Gianvito Resta, some variants found in the Latin translation of the Argonautics
prepared in Florence at the school of Kallistos can be explained by looking at the
text transmitted by Laur. 32.9, a codex vetustissimus dating from the tenth century
and kept at the Convent of San Marco.*

I found traces of a watermark similar to the aforementioned drawing Chapeau
3387 Briquet also in Par. gr. 2715 (Plate 25). This manuscript is well known to
scholars of Aristophanes’ text, as it contains a number of good readings of un-
known origin. The authorship of these readings is now unanimously assigned to
Kallistos.*** The manuscript is in fact a mise au net of a proper edition of the com-
edies carried out during the time spent in Florence.” The text largely descends
from that of Laur. 31.15, another book preserved at San Marco.

Typologically akin are two manuscripts, which are evidence for the collabo-
ration between Andronikos and another scribe: Alphonsos Dursos of Athens. To-
gether with him, Kallistos ‘completed’ the text contained in the second unit of
Mutin. a V.7.1 (= fols 57, 60—86, 105-144).%*¢ This manuscript originally did not
include the musical treatises by Aristides Quintilianus and Bacchius, the pseudo-
Herodotean Vita Homeri and the writings by the Emperor Julian: these texts, in

242 See supra, § 1.6.

243 See more infra, § 5.5.

244 See Wilson 2007, 12-13. On the codex see also Sicherl 1997, 125, 137-151.

245 The need to fix a text may have been induced by teaching activity. As appropriately men-
tioned by Wilson 2007, 12, the use of Aristophanes’ Plutus as a university text is attested by the
recollectae handed down in the manuscript Laur. 66.31, the contents of which represent the pro-
gramme of instruction given by Kallistos at Florence (see more infra, § 4.2, 5.3.1, and 5.4). An
apograph of Par. gr. 2715 is Laur. 31.16 (see Dunbar 1995, 23-24), copied by Iohannes Skutariotes,
whose activity in Florence is well known. Perhaps it is not insignificant that the main annotator
of Laur. 31.16 is a Western reader (still anonymous), whom I have found to be the copyist of Par.
gr. 2834, i.e. of a manuscript that can be traced back to Kallistos’ study and teaching of Theocri-
tus (see more infra, § 5.3.1).

246 Andronikos’ and Alphonsos’ interventions complete the text of Manuel Bryennios’ Harmo-
nica, which Kallistos had started to copy years before from another antigraph (probably Neap.
I11.C.1; see on this Cortesi 2000, 408). For Alphonsos as a scribe refer to RGK19 =11 16 = III 20.
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fact, were copied later from Salmanticesis 2748, a book once owned by Niccolo
Niccoli, kept in Florence at San Marco’s.?” It should not be surprising, then, to
find in the leaves of Mutin. a V.7.1 traces of the watermark Chapeau 3387.%*

The collaboration between Andronikos and Alphonsos is feature shared with
another manuscript, Demosthenes ex-Dresd. Da 11, which is currently kept in
Moscow at the RGADA?® (see Plate 26). In this codex, Kallistos began and contin-
ued the copying work up to fol. 39v lin. 15, whereas Alphonsos is responsible for
fols 39v lin. 16-58r. We are well informed about Alphonsos’ activity in Florence
in the mid-1470s. For he accomplished within the milieu of Kallistos the copying
of Vat. gr. 2201, which bears a subscriptio at fol. 51r (Florence, March 1473).%° As
already observed, the whole codicological unit in the hand of Alphonsos was cor-
rected by Kallistos by means of numerous marginal annotations.*"

2.3.2.3 Of some other manuscripts copied in Florence

Due to the presence of the drawing similar to the aforementioned Chapeau 3387
and Echelle 5910 Briquet already found in Mutin. a P.6.13, a production in Flor-
ence in the early 1470s is likely also for two books completed/restored by Kalli-
stos: parts of Mutin. a U.5.1 (Iliad, quire no. 7 [= fols 49-56] + unit II [= fols 202—
398]); the supplemented section of the fourteenth-century manuscript Par. gr.
2046 (Alex. Aphr. In Arist. Meteor., fols 97-173). In the case of Par. gr. 2046 (Fig.
2.38), the antigraph employed by Kallistos for the restoration has not yet been
identified.*”

247 See on this Martinez Manzano 2006 and Martinez Manzano 2015a, 148-156. The original text
of the Salmanticensis had a large omission in Bacchius’ text which corresponds to that of the
Mutinensis before the latter’s restoration by an anonymous scribe (responsible for fols 80v—8ér,
87r-104v). Gamillscheg, 1978, 240-242 came across this scribe in some annotations to the last
leaf (fol. 200rv) of Mutin. a P.5.19. I found other traces of his activity in <Mutin. a V.7.13> and
<Mutin. a T.9.11> (fols 57r-66v), two manuscripts which belonged to Giorgio Valla (and thence
to Alberto Pio). For the history of the text of Vita Homeri, finally, refer to Vasiloudi 2013, 42—-45.
248 See e.g. fols 71/72 and 126/129.

249 See infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 30). For the identification of the hand of Alphonsos as
well as for further details, see also Orlandi 2014b, 147-150, 163-164, 187, 189 and plate XIc.

250 New insights into this manuscript (partly copied by an anonymous pupil of Kallistos) are in
Orlandi 2020c, 464-471, 476, 432-433.

251 Concerning the scribal activity of Alphonsos, we shall remark that there is no evidence sug-
gesting that he was a pupil of Andronikos Kallistos, as observed in Harlfinger 1974, 33.

252 Tattach here a piece of evidence showing indirectly that Kallistos’ restoration most probably
took place in Florence and not in Rome. Had Andronikos completed the text in Rome between
1466 and 1471, he would have used one of the manuscripts owned by Bessarion containing the
same work, i.e. Marc. gr. Z. 230. However, this is not the case, as I verified by means of some
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Fig. 2.38: Par. gr. 2046, fol. 112r; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

Eventually, a link to Florence will be suggested also in the case of the fourth co-
dicological unit of Par. gr. 1644 (= fols 38-I’; see Plate 27), transmitting Galen’s
Ars medica.” The hypothesis of a dating to the years 1471-1474 and a location in
Florence comes again from the analysis of the watermarks. For one finds in these
quires the same drawing Monts discovered in Par. gr. 2715 and in the Moscow
manuscript RGADA, @ 1607 Matthaei 15 (copied, as we have seen, in collabora-
tion with Alphonsos Dursos). In addition, philological evidence supports the hy-
pothesis: the text of Galen’s Ars medica copied by Andronikos in Par. gr. 1644
descends from a lost antigraph, which proved to be a gemellus to Vat. Reg. gr. 154.
The Reginesis was copied by Iohannes Skutariotes, whose activity as a copyist in
Florence is widely documented.®* It must therefore be inferred that the common
source was in Florence in the second half of the fifteenth century.

Below is a list of the manuscripts (or sections of manuscripts) copied in Flor-
ence. From the palaeographic analysis of all these pieces emerges a confirmation

partial collations: 123,26 81& TO Katomv WOODV TveDpA] S TOD KATOMIY WOOVVTOG TTVELHATOG
Marc 81& 10 katoémv @0odv nvedpa Par; 123,28 kal TOv mept Axaiav] kai TOv mept Axaiav Marc
Katd TRV Axaiov Par; 123,28 &pa kai] &pa kal Marc &pa 1@ yevéoBat kai Par; 123,30 voTog] voTtou
Marc votog Par; 123,31 Toutéoti om. Marc habet Par.

253 The identification of Andronikos’ hand is in RGK II 25.

254 For the stemmatic proximity between the Parisinus and the Reginensis see Boudon-Millot
2002, 225-229, 270 (the reference to the ‘Palatinus Suec. gr. 154’ at page 225 is a lapsus). Concern-
ing Iohannes Skutariotes’ activity as a copyist, see RGK 1183 = 11242 = 111 302 and the more recent
contribution by Martinelli Tempesta 2012. The suggestion made in Boudon-Millot 2002, 226, ac-
cording to which Kallistos copied fols 38-59 before 1461, does not seem plausible.
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of the historical reconstruction here proposed, for Kallistos’ ductus in these sam-
ples, as well as all the characteristics related to the writing (hatching, inclination,
etc.), are absolutely homogeneous:**

Mutin. a P.6.13 (unit I = fols 1-143)

Mutin. a Q.5.21 (unit I = fols 1-60)

Mutin. a T.8.13

Mutin. a U.5.1 (unit II = fols 49-56, 202-398)

Mutin. a V.7.1 (part of unit II = fols 57, 60-86, 105-144)

Mosq. RGADA, @ 1607 Matthaei 15 (ex-Dresd. Da 11)

Par. gr. 1644 (unit IV = fols 38-I")

Par. gr. 2046 (unit II = fols 97-173 [with the exception of fols 126—131])

Par. gr. 2715.

2.4 Andronikos’ writing

2.4.1 The Greek writing: Evidence for a diachronic change

The study of a handwriting and its movements in a synchronic and diachronic
sense can hardly be separated from certain chronological references. Indeed, it is
such references that ordinarily form the basis of any palaeographic discussion.
In the case of Andronikos Kallistos, the field of inquiry is unfortunately charac-
terized by the fact that only three extant pieces of evidence are provided with a
date and/or a subscription:
1. fol. 15v of Vat. gr. 1314 (see above, Fig. 2.13), bearing a subscription by Kal-
listos applied in the year 1449;
2. the ‘header’ of the quires (now part of Laur. 60.16) sent by mail to Gaspare
Zacchi in 1457;
3. the letter sent to Palla Strozzi, in April 1459 (see Plate 9), today preserved
in Forli.

The work of locating and dating Andronikos’ autographs through the combina-
tion of extra-graphic factors (historical, codicological, and philological) has
therefore been of crucial relevance. In this regard, we may recall here some other
relevant manuscripts which, despite not being dated, will serve as reliable termini
post/ante quem:

255 Seeinfra, §2.4.1.3.
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4. the Greek passages added to the manuscript Par. lat. 17542, a book copied
by May 1457 at Strozzi’s residence; *°

5. the text of the colophon at the foot of the manuscript Par. gr. 1908 (see
supra, § 1.2.1, Fig. 1.1), copied from Palla Strozzi’s last will by May 1462;

6. the section of the Mutin. a V.7.17 (see Plate 20), in which Andronikos cop-
ied Plutarch’s Placita philosophorum (= fols 74-103). This must have
been made after 29 April 1464, given that by that date — as we read in a
letter by Francesco Filelfo — Kallistos declares not to yet possess a man-
uscript with such a text;*”

7. the corrections made in the margins of the incunable of Bessarions’ In ca-
lumniatorem Platonis that appeared at the printing house of Giovanni An-
drea Bussi.”® In this case, it is the date of appearance of the printed work
(i.e. 1469) that counts as terminus post quem;

8. fols 60r—61r of the Mutin. a V.7.1 (see Plate 28) in which Kallistos began to
transcribe the text of Aristides Quintilianus’ work (later entrusting Al-
phonsos Dursos with the continuation of the task) from an antigraph
kept at that time in Florence at the Convent of San Marco (= Salm. 2748,
once property of Niccolo Niccoli);**

9. the epigrams written by Kallistos for the death of Albiera degli Albizi and
copied by him in the Turin manuscript (see Plate 29); in this case, the
death of Albiera (i.e. 1473) obviously applies as a terminus post quem.

The examination of these manuscripts enables us to settle on three different
timespans: 1. the first half of the 1450s, spent between the Byzantine East and
Bologna; 2. the 1450s and 1460s, between Bologna, Ferrara, and Padua; 3. 1466—
1475, i.e. the last decade spent in Italy between Rome, Florence, and Milan. Each
of these three chronological frameworks has its own characteristics, in fact re-
flecting different phases of Andronikos’ graphic activity. For ease of reading, in
the following pages they will be referred to as Period ‘A’ (from before 1453 until
1455), ‘B’ (1455-1466), and ‘C’ (1466-1475).

256 See supra, §1.3.3.

257 See De Keyser 2015a, 1012.

258 ISTC ib00518000. A reproduction in Speranzi 2018, 195.
259 See supra, §2.3.2.2.
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2.4.1.1 Period A (until c. 1455)

As anticipated, Vat. gr. 1314 belongs to the batch of books copied by Andronikos
before his arrival in Italy. The recurrence within this group of the same water-
marks, together with the dependence on sources located in the Byzantine East
before the fall of Constantinople have confirmed this as a matter of fact.?*° In this
regard, we can recall here the case of Par. Suppl. gr. 541 (Plate 1), which, remark-
ably, still retains the original Byzantine binding.?' Of some of these manuscripts
I attach full-page specimina in the section hosting the Plates (see nos 1-8). It shall
be convenient, however, to also give here below some other partial reproductions
(Figs 2.39-2.40), in order to examine more closely some graphic phaenomena.

Fig. 2.39: Vat. gr. 1314, fol. 14r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

260 See supra, §2.1.
261 See supra, §1.2.2.
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Fig. 2.40: Mutin. o U.9.10, fol. 210r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

What is most important to point out is the fact that, from a structural point of
view, all the peculiar traits of Kallistos’ writing are already present at this early
stage (see Table 2.4).

Table 2.4: Andronikos’ Greek writing: Basic forms.

11 1.2 2 31 32 4 51 52 6

7.1 72 8 9 10.1 10.2 1 12

As for the layout of the individual letters, we will thus observe the following: two
shapes for alpha, minuscule (1.1) and uncial (1.2); bilobular beta (2); two forms of
epsilon, tilted-up on the left and hatched without raising the pen from the sheet
(3.1), or traced in two times and provided with an arm (3.2); again, two shapes for
theta, open and provided with a wavy tail in the lower section (5.1), or closed (5.2);
two types of ny, the ancient variant, ‘cup-shaped’ (7.1), and the modern one (7.2);
two types of Fahnen-Tau,* hatched without raising the pen from the sheet, thus
producing a bow at the top (10.1), or hatched in two times (10.2), thus being made
of two strokes perpendicular to each other; psi in form of a chalice (12).

262 Tau ‘adrappo’ in the definition given by Speranzi 2016b, 62.
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Table 2.5: Andronikos’ Greek writing: Ligatures and abbreviations.
U 4 4 /

’TJ | l(.‘l

2 3 4 5 6

[

T} 4%
i, P.

F

1 10.2 10.3 11
1

8 9 10

s
0‘?:7 ’F .,'-41
12 3 14 15 16 17 18

As for the ligatures and the abbreviations (see above, Table 2.5), I would draw
attention to the following phaenomena: the combination alpha + double lambda,
very cursive, in which the lower part of the lambda is hatched completely beneath
the line and bears a hook (1); alpha-rho with alpha in the line spacing (2); epsilon-
iota connected with the circumflex accent, very characteristic (5); epsilon-kappa,
where the letter epsilon is en crochet; a substantial polymorphism for the combi-
nation epsilon-rho (see 10.1-10.3); the sequence epsilon-sigma-theta, in which the
letters share the horizontal stroke originating from the arm of the epsilon, thus
shaping the upper part of the sigma and finally going down to form the first sec-
tion of the theta (11); the combination phi-rho, in which the two letters share a
single stem (14); finally, yiyvetat (16), kai (17), and peta- (18).

The characteristic traits of Kallistos’ autographs dated back to these years
(Table 2.6) are, after all, those already put into relief a few decades ago by Ernst
Gamillscheg,”* at the time of the controversy over the supposed existence of the
Anonymus Mutinensis.

Table 2.6: Andronikos’ Greek writing: Characteristics of the early samples.

> oy p & “'}J.!az""?
4 8 9

1 2 3 5 6 7

263 See Gamillscheg 1983.
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Some of these traits become increasingly rare over the years. This is the case with
the uncial alpha (1) and the ‘cup-shaped’ ny (3). Some others tend to disappear
completely, like the tau hatched with two movements of the hand (2), the non-
bilobular beta (4), the open sigma (5), the lambda hatched without raising the
pen from the sheet (6), as well as a few ligatures (see 7-9).

Comparing the appearance of this writing with that of later manuscripts tran-
scribed in Italy, one immediately gets the impression of a low accuracy and a cer-
tain lack of interest towards a calligraphic rendering. A substantial coarseness in
the hatching of the individual letters contributes much to corroborate this first
impression. In this regard the absence of a stable reference for the inclination is
strongly remarkable. The writing is only slightly oriented to the right, and it is not
uncommon to find single letters (or groups of letters gathered in ligature) tilted-
up in the opposite direction (see e.g. delta and epsilon). The ductus is definitely
‘richtungslos’.** By this early stage of his scribal activity between Byzantium and
Italy (i.e. in Bologna, at Bessarion’s residence), Andronikos already adopts with
remarkable regularity a mise en page consisting of 29 lines of text for small-sized
in-quarto folded manuscripts and 37 lines for large-sized in quarto and in-folio
ones. These codicological ‘habits’ would also characterise the manuscripts pro-
duced in Italy at later stages of his career.

Eventually, I ascribe to this period the following manuscripts or sections of
manuscripts: Bonon. 2638 (titles in red ink); Cantabr. Univ. Libr. Nn III 18; Can-
tabr. Emm. Coll. 30; Erlangensis A 4 (fols 1-99, 209-264); Laur. 58.1 (marg.); Laur.
72.20 (restoration); Laur. Ashb. 1599 (fols 105-112); Ambr. A 185 sup. (fols 228-
243); Ambr. E 99 sup. (marg.); Ambr. L 35 sup. (fols 1-8); Mutin. a Q.5.20 (fols
128-165); Mutin. o T.9.2 (fols 68-98); Mutin. o T.9.14 (with the exception of fols
1-7); Mutin. a W.5.5 (see details infra, § 6.1); Oxon. Barocci 63 (see details infra, §
6.1); Barocci 76 (titles in red ink); Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71 (fols 107-114, 127-
139; 147-149, 151-157); Par. Suppl. gr. 66 (fols 75-90); Par. Suppl. gr. 541 (with
the exception of fols 136—154 and 201v); Par. Mazarine 4453 (marg.); Vat. Ross.
1025 (with the exception of fols 19-20 and 36v); Vat. gr. 1314; Marc. gr. Z. 10 (fols
382-409); Marc. gr. Z. 186 (fols 261-274); Marc. gr. Z. 190 (fols 1-266); Marc. gr. Z.
192 (fols 1-44); Marc. gr. Z. 223 (fols 118-123, 171-228); Marc. gr. Z. 337 (fols 130r
lin. 21-31); Marc. gr. Z. 374 (with the exception of fols 128r and 166v); Marc. gr. Z.
518 (fols 96r lin. 40-46 and 96v lin. 1-2); Marc. gr. Z. 522 (161-210); Marc. gr. Z.
527 (fols 1-9, 11-14, 16); Vind. Suppl. gr. 23 (1-40); Vind. Theol. gr. 163 (marg.).

264 The definition is by Herbert Hunger; see Gamillscheg 1983, 335.
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2.4.1.2 Period B (1455-1466)

It is not easy to say what exactly determined the progressive increase in the rate
of elegance and calligraphy of Andronikos’ writing. Indeed, the autographs from
the middle years of his stay in Italy (1455-1466, between Bologna, Ferrara, and
Padua) all show a much higher degree of formal accuracy. Some examples of this
kind are found below at Figs 2.41-2.42; for other full-page reproductions refer to
Plates 9-11 and 13.

Fig. 2.41: Ambr. H 52 sup., fol. 46v; © Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana.

Fig. 2.42: Laur. Ashb. 1599, fol. 27r ; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

A first explanation could be that the more intense copying practised as his main
activity in the years immediately following the fall of Constantinople inevitably
led him to improve calligraphic skills: these were the years he spent from 1453 to
1455 in Bologna with Bessarion. The need to find a source of livelihood forced
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Kallistos to take up — perhaps for the first time in his life*®® — the occupation of
full-time scribe. During his stay in Italy, Andronikos was to continue to copy man-
uscripts for third parties (again for Bessarion and, for example, for Nicholaus of
Kotor),?° but only occasionally, and certainly not with the frequency shown by
the manuscripts realised for Bessarion in the years 1453-1455. As far as we are
concerned, after Bessarion’s departure from Bologna, Andronikos decided to de-
vote himself to teaching. In this context, his scribal activity henceforth reflects
both the scholarly needs of an erudite personality, as Kallistos undoubtedly was,
as well as those of a teacher.

From the point of view of the palaeographic analysis, there are actually no
‘structural’ changes in these manuscripts referred to as the period ‘B’. There is a
general ‘refining’ of the forms and a dismissal of those which appeared patently
less calligraphic. The elegant Fahnen-Tau replaces the one hatched by two
strokes, thus marking the production of a bow in the upper section more evi-
dently; the hook originating from the horizontal stroke descends and heads to-
wards the stem. This form of tau is certainly one of those that makes Kallistos’
writing instantly recognisable. The alpha is more often drawn in minuscule form.
The ratio of the occurrence of the ‘sharp-pointed’ modern ny and the ancient ‘cup-
shaped’ one is balanced. The frequency of the occurrence of the open theta (pro-
vided with a slight wavy tail in the first stroke) increases. The asymmetry of the
two bows of the bilobular beta is reduced. The lambda hatched without lifting the
pen from the sheet disappears. The most noticeable and eye-catching feature of
these autographs compared to the previous ones is the substantial increase of the
inclination to the right, which affects all letters (except epsilon, lying on the left,
and xi, unless in ligature, as in the combination -£-).

I collect in this period ‘B’ (1456—-1466) the following manuscripts or sections
of manuscripts: Athos, Movn 'IBrjpwv, 161 (restoration of fols 144-146); Berol. gr.
qu. 73 (fols 1r-23r); Berol. lat. fol. 199 (graeca); Berol. lat. fol. 850 (graeca); Comen-
sis 1.3.9 (fols 150-206); Cremon. 130 (restoration of fols 1-9, 56-57, 62—64); Scor.
X.II1.1 (marg.); Laur. 60.16 (fols 92-97); Laur. Ashb. 1144; Forli, Autografo Coll. Pi-
ancastelli; Lips. gr. 33 (marg. and restoration of fol. 33); Lips. gr. 34 (restoration of
fols 34 and 39); Ambr. H 52 sup. (fols 1-136); Ambr. I 56 sup. (fols 1-242); Ambr. P
84 sup.; Mutin. a P.5.19 (fols 2r—43r); Mutin. « Q.5.20 (with the exception of fols 128—
165); Mutin. a Q.5.21 (fols 61-68r lin. 11); Mutin. a T.9.1; Mutin. a T.9.2 (fols 132-177);
Mutin. a T.9.14 (fols 1-7); Mutin. a U.5.1 (fols 1-201); Mutin. a U.9.22; Mutin. a V.7.1

265 Asamatter of fact, we have no information or evidence of copies commissioned to Kallistos
while living in the Byzantine East.
266 See supra, §1.5. and 2.3.1.
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(fols 1-56 and 59); Sinod. gr. 370 (fols 2-4); Neap. I1.D.9 (marg.); Par. gr. 1811
(marg.); Par. gr. 1852 (marg.); Par. gr. 1890 (restoration); Par. gr. 1908 (colophon);
Par. gr. 2038 (fols 1r—109v lin. 14); Par. gr. 2046 (fols 126—131); Par. gr. 2069; Par. gr.
2998 (marg.); Par. gr. 3011 (restoration and fols 1-4, 263-334); Par. Suppl. gr. 255
(marg.); Par. lat. 17542 (graeca); Perus. H 19 (titles); Salm. 230 (titles); Barb. gr. 161
(restoration of fol. 26); Barb. gr. 163 (marg.); Borg. gr. 12 (marg. fols 10v-11r); Chis.
H.V.159 (graeca); Ott. gr. 52 (marg.); Ott. gr. 355 (fols 1-12); Pal. gr. 142 (titles); Urb.
gr. 151 (marg.); Vat. gr. 13 (marg.); Vat. gr. 1324 (marg. and restoration); Vat. gr. 1950
(marg.); Marc. gr. Z. 611 (fols 46—243); Marc. gr. VII 5 (marg. fols 122v, 1251, 154v, 1571v).

2.4.1.3 Period C (1466-1475)

The manuscripts which can be dated with certainty to the period 1466-1475 on
the basis of extra-paleaographic factors do not actually show any eye-catching
palaographic peculiarities, either with regard to the form of individual letters or
to the ligatures.

Fig. 2.43: Mutin. a P.6.13, fol. 7r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

Fig. 2.44: Mutin. o Q.5.21, fol. 12r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.
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However, two features deserve a brief mention. One notes the general adoption
of an enlarged body for the letters, possibly due to the use of a thicker quill (see
above Figs 2.43-2.44; full-page reproductions are at Plates 12, 14-30). In addi-
tion, the slope to the right is even more pronounced than in the ‘B’-period-man-
uscripts. This produces a slight distortion of the shape of the letters and the con-
sequent curving of the vertical strokes. See below (Table 2.7) the case of letters
such as tau (1), phi (2), rho (3), and beta (4).

Table 2.7: Andronikos’ Greek writing: Characteristics of the late samples.

Finally, I collect in this period ‘C’ (1466-1475) the following samples: Haun. GkS
1570,4° (marg.); Laur. 32.46 (marg.); Laur. 66.31 (annotation at fol. 180v); Laur.
74.12 (fols 35r-39r, 43r-44v); Laur. 85.21 (restoration); Flor. Magliab. B.2.35
(marg.); Lond. Burney 109 (marg.); Mutin. a P.6.13; Mutin. a Q.5.20 (fols 179r-
180r); Mutin. a Q.5.21 (unit I); Mutin. a T.8.13; Mutin. a U.5.1 (fols 202-398);
Mutin. o V.7.1 (fols 57, 60—86 and 105-144); Mutin. « W.2.1 (restoration); Sinod.
gr. 267; ex-Dresd. Da 11 (fols 1r-39v lin. 10); Monac. gr. 332 (marg.); Par. gr. 1878
(fols 25, 27-162); Par. gr. 1879; Par. gr. 2038 (fols 112-132); Par. gr. 2046 (fols 97—
173, with the exception of fols 126—131); Par. gr. 2066; Par. gr. 2346; Par. gr. 2715;
Par. gr. 2772 (marg.); Torino, Acc. delle Scienze, NN.V.7 (fol. 50rv); Ott. gr. 181
(marg.); Vat. gr. 249; Vat. gr. 257; Vat. gr. 593 (ex libris for Bessarion); Vat. gr. 2189
(marg.); Vat. gr. 2201 (marg.); Vat. gr. 2207 (marg.); Vat. lat. 1532 (graeca); Marc.
gr. Z. 198; Marc. gr. Z. 226 (marg.); Marc. gr. Z. 238; Vind. Hist. gr. 78.

2.4.2 The Latin writing: Specimina and remarks

In this brief paragraph I propose only to give an account of all the evidence
known to me of Andronikos Kallistos’ Latin hand. They can be listed in a chron-
ological order as follows: 1. some notes in the upper margin of the Mutin. a Q.5.20
(within a codicological unit dating from the period before Kallistos’ arrival in It-
aly) displaying a low proficiency in Latin script (Fig. 2.45); 2. the heading of a
letter sent around 1457 to Gaspare Zacchi which can be read between the leaves



128 — Tracing Manuscripts in Time and Space: On Kallistos’ Scribal Activity

of the Laur. 60.16 (not reproduced below);*’ 3. the heading of the letter to Palla
Strozzi, of which I have verified the authenticity in a recent contribution (Fig.
2.46);%® 4, the statement in the footnote to Palla Strozzi’s testament (Fig. 2.47);%%°
5. some Greek-Latin marginalia added to Gellius Vat. lat. 1532, first identified by
Antonio Rollo (Fig. 2.48);7° 6. the lexical annotation 8antw sepelio placed at the
bottom of the epigram for the tomb of Midas (= Anth. Pal. 7,153) copied by An-
dronikos on fol. 180v of Laur. 66.31, a notebook belonging to an anonymous stu-
dent of Kallistos (Fig. 2.49).”"

Fig. 2.45: Mutin. a Q.5.20, fols 137rv; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

Fig. 2.46: Raccolte Piancastelli, Sez. Autografi Secc. XII-XVIll, ad vocem Andronico Bisanzio,
verso; © Biblioteca comunale di Forli.

267 See Speranzi 2016a, 62.

268 See Orlandi 2014a, 166; the hypothesis was formulated by Perosa 1953 and Rollo 2006a, 373.
269 For this document, see Gentile 1992, 299-300. See also supra, § 1.1 and infra, § 5.4.1.

270 Rollo 20064, 372-373.

271 The note aims at explaining the meaning of the perfect TéBormtat that occurs in the text of
the epigram (verse 4); see Orlandi 2014a.
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Fig. 2.47: Archivio Bentivoglio, Sezione Patrimoniale, busta 6, fasc. 35, carta 2; © Ferrara, Ar-
chivio di Stato.

Fig. 2.48: Vat. lat. 1532, fol. 49v; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

Fig. 2.49: Laur. 66.31, fol. 180v; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

Despite the highly limited number of samples, it is possible to highlight some pe-
culiar traits: letter e with protruding middle stroke and tilted up; letter g shaped
like the number ‘8’, with bows rather small in size; the ligature for et, overmodu-
lated; wavy tituli for the abbreviations of nasals. In certain details one gets the
impression of the ‘interference’ of the Greek writing.”? Besides a general tendency
to tilt up the vertical strokes to the right, in this regard I would draw the attention
to two other details: 1. the upper section of letters s and f, which display a very

272 With regard to Latin writing of Byzantine scholars, whose Greek writing is likewise well-
known, see also the case of Alexios Keladenos, recently discussed in Speranzi 2015a, and Geor-
gios Hermonymos, presented in Orlandi 2022a.
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pronounced arch (see some examples in the words Andronicus, filius or in se-
pelio), similar to that found in the characteristic ligature by Kallistos epsilon-iota
+ circumflex accent (€1); 2. the sequence of letters -li- in the word constantinopoli-
tanus, which recalls the shape of the Greek letter eta (n).



3 The Fate of Andronikos’ Books

The circumstances of the sale of Andronikos’ manuscript collection, which took
place — as anticipated — in Milan in 1476, largely influenced the fate of these
books in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth century. Before analysing this, and
hence the routes of the dispersal, it is worth briefly outlining the framework of
the development of the collection.

3.1 Collecting manuscripts

A first nucleus includes manuscripts dating from the early thirteenth to the four-
teenth century: Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71 (thirteenth century); Ambr. E 99 sup.
(thirteenth century); Laur. 72.20 (thirteenth—fourteenth century); Par. Mazarine
4453 (thirteenth—fourteenth century); Mutin. o U.9.10 (fourteenth century); Vind.
Theol. gr. 163 (fourteenth century). In these books, Kallistos’ writing can be found
either in marginal annotations or in leaves employed for the restoration of miss-
ing portions of text. Since the ductus of these samples is homogeneous and con-
vincingly comparable to that of the manuscripts Andronikos copied with cer-
tainty while in the Byzantine East,' the conclusion must be that he purchased
them there before he went to Italy. A confirmation of the palaeographic hints
comes from the analysis of the watermarks found on the leaves inserted by Kal-
listos while restoring these old manuscripts; the drawings all refer to a period
preceding Constantinople’s fall. However, they were not the only ‘old pieces’ in
Kallistos’ collection. We must not forget the presence of other valuable books,
such as the Mutin. a W.2.1 (twelfth century), codex unicus for Olympiodorus’ com-
mentary on Aristotle’s logical treatises, the composite manuscript Athos IBrpwv
161 (twelfth—fourteenth century),? the most important witness to the scholia on
Aeschylus’ tragedies, or Par. gr. 2998 (thirteenth century), copied by the patriarch
Gregorios of Cyprus and once belonging to him.? Unfortunately, we have no proof

1 See for this supra, § 2.1 and 2.4.1.1.

2 The presence of this codex in Crete in the mid-fifteenth century has been proved by Tselikas
2004, 369—-376. See also Franchi 2019, 331-333.

3 There are actually some more books, dating from thirteenth to fourteenth century and belong-
ing with certainty to Andronikos’ collection. Below a list: Ambr. D 78 inf. (thirteenth century);
Mutin. o P.5.20 (thirteenth—fourteenth century); Lips. gr. 34+33 (fourteenth century); Sinod. gr.
370 (fourteenth century); Par. gr. 3011 (fols 5-262) (fourteenth century); Ambr. H 52 sup. (fols
137-184) (fourteenth century); Laur. Ashh. 1599 (fols 153-175) (fourteenth century). For other
books dating up until the fourteenth century, simply annotated or restored by Kallistos, there is
no clear evidence regarding their inclusion within the collection, so that it is difficult to take a

@ Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-003
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that Andronikos purchased them while living in the East. Furthermore, in these
manuscripts, the handwriting of Andronikos (in the margins as well as in the re-
placed leaves) more closely resembles the samples which are typical of his ‘Ital-
ian’ years. Lacking further data, both hypotheses are valid: 1. they may have been
bought in the Byzantine East before 1453 and restored afterwards in Italy; 2. they
may have been purchased and restored in Italy after 1453.

A second group includes all manuscripts referable to his proper ‘Byzantine’
activity. In the previous chapter we have seen that some of them were completed
in Crete, others probably in Constantinople. One of the most interesting aspects
is that these books are often the offspring of lost antigraphs. As it happens, the
respective copy made by Kallistos of minor authors (e.g. Cornutus) to enrich his
own library served, once it reached Italy, as the ancestor of a traditional branch
that would otherwise have been lost. Upon arriving in Italy, Andronikos was wel-
comed by Bessarion in Bologna; his integration into the cardinal’s environment
was facilitated, as is well known, by Theodoros Gazes. In the first years of his stay
in Italy, however, Kallistos was unable to greatly enrich his library precisely be-
cause of his temporary engagement as a copyist.

With the beginning of his teaching career and, above all, thanks to his con-
tact with Palla Strozzi and the latter’s library, the chances for Andronikos to fur-
ther expand his personal library assets increased greatly. The long-term ac-
quaintance with Strozzi’s household and the contacts with other Italian and
Byzantine intellectuals connected with the learned circles established in Padua,
Bologna, and Ferrara during the second half of the 1450s and the first half of the
1460s ensured that Kallistos was able to consult a greater number of books, from
which he made copies for himself. Moreover, many of the manuscripts that came
out of his quill in these years are linked to his teaching activity and represent —
as will be seen in more detail in other parts of the discussion — true ‘editions’ of
classical authors (e.g. Theocritus). A rearrangement of materials that had re-
mained unbound for some time might also be dated to this phase.*

stance: this is the case with Laur. 85.21, Par. gr. 1811, Berol. Hamilton 270, Cremon. 130 discussed
in the course of the chapter. The following manuscripts were not part of Andronikos’ library:
Ricc. 46 and Par. gr. 2772 (owned by an anonymous pupil of Kallistos); Barb. gr. 161 (bearing
annotations by Ciriaco d’Ancona); Par. Suppl. gr. 255; Urb. gr. 151 and Vat. gr. 1324 (having be-
longed to Palla Strozzi); Vat. gr. 1950; Marc. gr. Z. 226 and Vat. gr. 593 (owned by Bessarion).

4 An apparent sign of this readjustment — after which various codicological units ended up be-
ing tied together — is the characteristic ‘double’ quire numeration (Greek letters + Arabic numer-
als), which went on to supplement (and replace) the previous ones. This numeration is found in
the following manuscripts: Comensis 1.3.19; Laur. Ashb. 1144 and 1599; Ambr. H 52 sup. and I 56
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A fourth important timespan with reference to the enrichment of the collec-
tion is the (relatively quiet) period spent in Rome with Bessarion. The making of
a number of manuscripts in Andronikos’ collection, many of them concerning
Aristotelian subjects, dates back to these years.

Finally, the last period in which Kallistos could augment his book collection
was during his stay in Florence (1471-1474). We have seen in the previous pages
the extent to which Andronikos was able to take advantage of the book collec-
tions of the city’s monastic institutions, such as those at the Badia Fiorentina and
the Convent of San Marco. The result of this favourable circumstances was the
production of a number of manuscripts suited to his study and teaching needs.

3.2 Before the dispersal: The sale in Milan

As presented by Giuseppe Cammelli,® details concerning the sale of the collection
in Milan emerge from a letter sent in November 1476 by Giovanni Francesco Della
Torre,® magister of ordinary revenue of the Milan dukedom from 1466 on, to Lo-
renzo ‘il Magnifico’, Lord of Florence, who wished to gather further information
about it. Here follows the text of the letter, written in vernacular Italian:’

(verso)

Magnifico ac generoso viro domino Laurentio de Medicis maiori meo hon(orand)o et cetera
Florentie

Reddentur fideliter

(recto)
Magnifice ac generose vir maior hon(orande). Andrea Petrini v(ost)ro mi ha facto una gran-
dissima instantia ch’io volesse per mie littere significare a v(ost)ra M(agnificentia) come era
passata questa cossa di libri de Andronico greccho. Dico adunque si per satisfare ala reche-
sta de dicto Andrea, come per la verita, che volendosse partire de qui Andronico et delibe-
rando de andare cum uno signore dela Morea che stava qui, et non havendo il modo de
possersi levare, praticho con m(agistr)o Bonacorso pisano, homo molto doctissimo, de ven-
derli tuti li libri suoi. Et dicto m(agistr)o Bonacorso non havendo il modo da per si ad exbor-

sup.; Mutin. a P.5.19, a P.6.13, a Q.5.20, a T.8.13, a T.9.2, a U.9.22, a V.7.1; Oxon. Bodl. d’Orville
115; Par. gr. 1878, 1879, 2038, 2046, 2066, Suppl. gr. 66; Vind. Hist. gr. 78; Lips. gr. 33 and 34.

5 See Cammelli 1942, 206—207.

6 A biographical account on Della Torre is found in Petrucci 1989.

7 Firenze, Archivio di Stato, Mediceo Avanti il Principato, filza 33, doc. 933. Other documents
signed by Della Torre and kept in the same archive are a letter dated 1456, sent from Ferrara (filza
9 doc. 196), and another letter to Lorenzo dated 1474 (filza 30, doc. 980).
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sare tanta summa, tractd questa cossa cum mi, come cum quello che haveva intima fami-
liarita, et che sapeva me delectava de questi studii; et tandem venissemo a questa conclu-
sione, che nui liberamente compravamo questi suoi libri tuti, che erano capsete sei, per
ducati dusento d’oro largi, di quali io ne pagai du(cati) centocinquanta et m(agistr)o Bona-
corso cinquanta; et li libri pigliai io et sono presso mi, et 1i ho molto cari, non tanto per lo
precio, che valeno puocho piil, ma perché sono molto corretti et emendati come quelli che
sono scripti da homo doctissimo per una bona parte. Et questa € la verita, la qual scrivo
volentieri si per satisfare ad Andrea Petrini, mio singulare amico, si per<c>hé v(ost)ra
M(agnificentia) intenda come é passata questa cossa per soa satisfactione, cum certificarla
che in questi studii me ne sono delectato et delecto quanto zentilhomo de questo paese, et
la mia bibliotheca é cussi ben fornita come puochissime siano in Lombardia. Et a v(ost)ra
M(agnificentia) me ricomando que valeat feliciter. M(edio)l(an)i X No(vem)bris 1476.

Ioannes Franciscus de la Turre
ex magistris intratarum ducalium

The letter informs us that the books belonging to ‘Andronico greccho’ at first
caught the attention of Bonaccorso Pisano.® A learned man (‘homo molto doctis-
simo’) and esteemed editor of classical texts in Milan in the 1480s, Bonaccorso
did not possess a sufficient amount of money to acquire the whole collection,
which had been appraised at two hundred ducats. Therefore, he asked Giovanni
Francesco Della Torre to purchase them for him. The six boxes (‘capsete’) con-
taining Andronikos’ precious books (‘libri [...] molto corretti et emendati’) en-
riched Della Torre’s collection, one of the most equipped in the Lombard territory
(‘cussi ben fornita come puochissime siano in Lombardia’).

Non-systematic approaches to the extant manuscripts coming from Androni-
kos’ collection have so far failed to furnish clear, tangible trace of the sale’s cir-
cumstances. The scrutiny of Kallistos’ autographs, instead, brought to light two
interesting elements, which undoubtedly link some manuscripts to the purchase
by Della Torre in Milan in 1476.

The first element consists of an indication of price: ‘ducati 2 e 3 <soldi>’ (see
Table 3.1). Work of the same hand, this record appears in an identical formulation
in three manuscripts: Laur. Ashb. 1144 (fol. VIII'r) (= a), Mutin. « U.9.10 (fol. 215v)
(=b) and Vat. gr. 1314 (fol. 280v) (= c).

8 See for him the entry by Ballistreri 1969.
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Table 3.1: Selling price.

The reference to the currency, the ducato, is an indication that the sale was car-
ried out in Milan. It is plausible that this detail originally appeared also in other
manuscripts, most likely on the flyleaves, which in most cases have been lost.
Moreover, since the Laurentianus, the Mutinensis, and the Vaticanus are three
codicologically different volumes® (none of them presenting a particularly refined
manufacture), we can suppose that a quote of 2 ‘ducati’ and 3 ‘soldi’ had been
given to every book of Andronikos’ collection as an average price. If this hypoth-
esis is correct, then, since the final price of the whole collection amounted to 200
ducats, Andronikos’ library might have included, at the time of the sale in March
1476, around 85 volumes."

The second element is an indication of the books’ contents (see Table 3.2),
which occurs in more than one codex. We find it in four pieces: Mutin. a T.9.2 (fol.
1r); Sinod. gr. 267 (1r); Ambr. H 52 sup. (IIIr); Par. gr. 3011 (IIr).

9 The Laurentianus is a paper manuscript of about 180 fols, entirely copied by Andronikos; it
presents a text (Pindar’s Odes) elegantly copied in clear handwriting, a neat mise en page ordered
across only 15 written lines out of 29 ruled ones. On the contrary, the Vaticanus is a manuscript
copied for Kallistos’ own study, also on paper (about 280 fols), miscellaneous, provided with 29
lines of text, abounding with interlinear and marginal annotations, corrections, and deletions.
Lastly, the Mutinensis is a fourteenth-century codex (145 fols), restored by Kallistos in more than
one section.

10 Cases of depreciation and/or hyper-valuation of some manuscripts must be taken into ac-
count. However, as explicitly stated by the buyer, Gian Francesco Della Torre, the books were
sold at a fair price with regard to their real worth.
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Table 3.2: Indication of contents.

Sinod.
gr. 267

Mutin. a T.9.2
Ambr.

Par. gr. H 52 sup.
3011

A comparison of these specimina shows that both elements, the respective indi-
cation of price and contents, are the work of the same hand. The presence of these
signs is of great importance for the investigation of the fate of the collection, as
they have been found on manuscripts, which were to end up later on in different
libraries having been dispersed independently of one another. This suggests,
therefore, that these records refer to a time-frame when Andronikos’ books had
been sold all together. In this regard, the most obvious and plausible hypothesis
is that they have to be traced back to the sale completed in Milan, whose main
protagonists were, as mentioned, Giovanni Francesco Della Torre and Bonac-
corso da Pisa."

Decisive proof comes again from a piece of palaeographic evidence. The Latin
writing of these notes is actually that of <Bonaccorso>, which is known from some
autograph records, such as a letter'? sent to Lorenzo on 2 October 1478 (Fig. 3.1).

11 We shall thus correct Petrucci’s (1989) claim: ‘Si puo inoltre osservare che molti codici scritti
da Andronico Callisto, che perd possono non essere quelli che furono da lui venduti al Della
Torre, sono finiti nella Biblioteca Estense, dopo aver appartenuto a Giorgio Valla e quindi ad
Alberto Pio da Carpi’. [We can thus note that many codices written by Andronikos Kallistos,
which were not among those sold by him to Della Torre, ended up in the Biblioteca Estense, after
having belonged to Giorgio Valla and hence to Alberto Pio da Carpi].

12 Firenze, Archivio di Stato, Mediceo Avanti il Principato, filza 36, doc. 1090.
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Fig. 3.1: Mediceo Avanti il Principato, filza 36, doc. 1090, recto; © Firenze, Archivio di Stato.

In addition, autoptical inspection of the manuscripts revealed the recurrence of
Greek and Latin marginal annotations (mostly notabilia) attributable to the hand
of a Western reader. This reader’s handwriting is minute and bears few ligatures.
It can be found in the manuscripts Mutin. a P.5.19, a P.6.13, a Q.5.20, a T.8.13, a
T.9.1, a.U.9.22, Lips. gr. 34 and gr. 33. As will be seen below, in (almost) all cases
these books can be traced along the same route of dispersal and ended up in Gior-
gio Valla’s collection. This cannot be incidental and seems to indicate that this
reader had access to only part of Kallistos’ collection.

Upon comparison with the repertoires, a similarity with the Greek writing of
Giovanni Crastone might be proposed. The only subscribed manuscript so far at-
tributed to his hand is Placent. 6 (last codicological unit, erroneously dated to the
year 1437; Fig. 3.2). We can attach below for comparison the handwriting of the
annotator found in the Kallistos’ books (Fig. 3.3) and that of Crastone (Fig. 3.2):

Fig. 3.2: Placent. 6, fol. 103r; © Biblioteca Comunale ‘Passerini Landi’.
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Fig. 3.3: Mutin. a P.5.19, fol. 14v; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

It must be borne in mind that the Piacenza manuscript, owing to its watermarks,
is datable to the mid-fifteenth century, whereas in the case of the annotations
found in Modena manuscripts one must envision a dating following the sale of
the collection, i.e. post 1476. Moreover, the graphic sample made available by the
Modena manuscripts is limited to a few isolated words in the margins; this pre-
vents us from gaining an overview of the whole page. Pending further verifica-
tion, let us leave the proposal only as a hypothesis for now. I point out that, from
a cultural-historical point of view, this scenario would be plausible. For Giovanni
Crastone collaborated with Bonaccorso da Pisa — i.e., the one who purchased
Kallistos’ books — on many cultural projects. Above all, we should mention the
launch of typographic production of books in Greek that took place in those years
in Milan. Under Crastone’s and Bonaccorso’s editorship was published, e.g., the
famous Lexicon Graeco-Latinum (Milan, ante 1478), released for printing and pro-
vided with Bonaccorso Pisano’s introductory letter to Gian Francesco Della Torre,
and the editio princeps of Theocritus’ Idylls, which — as will be seen below® — is
based on a recensio prepared by Andronikos Kallistos.

3.3 The Valla-Pio-Modena branch

In strictly numerical terms, the main nucleus of Andronikos’ library consists of a
group of codices, which came to enrich the collection of a learned man from Pia-
cenza, Giorgio Valla (1447-1500)." Valla’s ex-libris regularly appears, in fact, on
22 manuscripts copied (and/or simply annotated) by Kallistos:

Mutin. a P.5.19 [Homer]

Mutin. a P.5.20 [miscellany]

Mutin. a P.6.13 [scholia to Apollonius Rhodius]

13 Seeinfra, §5.3.1.

14 Due to a lack of recent studies on the development of Giorgio Valla’s Greek and Latin collec-
tion, the contributions by Heiberg 1896 and Heiberg 1898 remain fundamental. More recent data
are available in Avezzii 1989-1990, Rollo 2014a and Rollo 2014b. Di Pietro Lombardi 2004 and
Raschieri 2013 do not provide much further information.
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Mutin. a Q.5.20 [scholia]

Mutin. « Q.5.21 [miscellany]

Mutin. a T.8.3 [miscellany]

Mutin. a T.8.13 [Apollonius Rhodius]
Mutin. a T.8.20 [Iohannes Aktuarios]
Mutin. a T.9.1 [Aristotle]

Mutin. a T.9.2 [miscellany]

Mutin. a T.9.14 [Aratus, Pindar, Lycophron]
Mutin. a U.5.1 [Homer]

Mutin. « U.9.3 [miscellany]

Mutin. a U.9.10 [miscellany]

Mutin. a U.9.18 [Nemesius of Emesa]
Mutin. a U.9.22 [scholia]

Mutin. a V.7.1 [miscellany]

Mutin. a V.7.17 [miscellany, Xenophon]
Mutin. « W.2.1 [Olympiodorus, Porphyry]
Mutin. a W.5.5 [miscellany]

Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71 [Nikephoros Blemmydes]
Vat. gr. 1314 [miscellany]

It is yet unknown when and under which conditions Andronikos’ books were
bought by Giorgio Valla, whether he purchased them directly from Gian Fran-
cesco Della Torre or whether there had been other owners in-between the last
decades of the fifteenth century. Thanks to pieces of information gathered from
the manuscripts themselves and from textual criticism studies, we can sketch an
outline of the ‘sojourn’ of Kallistos’ books in Valla’s library in Venice, until the
latter’s death and the consequent sale of his books (1500).

First of all, Mutin. a N.7.17, a volume containing Pindar’s Odes, with the ex-
ception of the Olympians, offers a reliable terminus ante quem of Valla’s acquisi-
tion. Iohannes Rhosos completed the copying of this manuscript on 5 December
1485 for Lorenzo Loredan,” Giorgio Valla’s pupil; and Jean Irigoin' identified its
antigraph as Mutin. a T.9.14, which was included in Kallistos’ collection. This
may thus suggest that in 1485 Andronikos’ manuscripts were already in Venice at
Valla’s residence.

Further information about the presence of Kallistos’ books in the Laguna be-
tween 1490-1492 come from the memoirs of Angelo Poliziano and Ianos Laskaris,

15 On Lorenzo Loredan and his collection of Greek manuscripts refer to Vendruscolo 1995.
16 Irigoin 1952, 386-387.



140 —— The Fate of Andronikos’ Books

two of the most culturally relevant figures of the last quarter of the fifteenth cen-
tury; at the time they were both involved in the search for rare texts for their pro-
tector, Lorenzo de’ Medici. In codices Clm 766 and 807 of the Bayerische Staats-
bibliothek in Munich, there are notes from Poliziano’s and Pico della Mirandola’s
well-known journey to Bologna, Ferrara, Padua, and Venice, to find new texts for
Medici’s private collection.” These notes are related to a famous letter dated 20
June 1491, often mentioned and re-published by scholars working on this sub-
ject.’® In the epistle, Poliziano informs Lorenzo about the presence of some books
in Venice, in Valla’s collection, whose texts are missing in Medici’s, hinting at the
opportunity of having them quickly transcribed by the prolific Cretan priest-cop-
yist Iohannes Rhosos (mentioned as ‘papa Janni’ in the letter).” Thus in this way,
on Poliziano’s initiative, some texts available in Valla’s collection were copied by
Rhosos in Venice for Lorenzo de’ Medici.?® Taking into account here only Androni-
kos’ books, we shall consider the cases of Laur. 6.22 and Laur. 58.13, whose rare
texts descend from an important manuscript in Kallistos’ library, Vat. gr. 1314. In
Laur. 6.22 — a volume made up of many codicological units, coeval and yet inde-
pendent of each other (all of them being copied between April and July 1491) —,
Rhosos transcribed in fols 29r-83v an Introduction to the composition of works in
prose, verses and epistles” and a booklet with the title Zuvortikdv cUvTaypa
@\ocopiag;? in Laur. 58.13, Rhosos copied Cornutus’ De natura deorum (together
with Iohannes Lydos’ chapter De cometis).”

References to Andronikos’ texts from Valla’s Venetian collection appear in
Ianos Laskaris’ private notes about his trips and expeditions to the Byzantine
East, undertaken between 1490 and 1492 in order to enrich the Medici’s private
library. There is a large bibliography on the topic.? In this regard, a contribution
by Guido Avezzii proved to be decisive to the resolution of the question about the

17 See Daneloni 2013 (with further bibliography).

18 See now Rollo 2014a, 111.

19 The identification with Rhosos, which had been suggested by Heiberg, has been corrobo-
rated by new data presented in Rollo 2014a, 132.

20 Rollo 2014a, 118-128.

21 The author of this eloaywyn nepi Aoyoypagiag, £moToA@V Kai otiywv brief is still unknown.
Scholars have suggested Gregorios of Corinth, but this suggestion cannot be confirmed. For a
recent summary on the subject, see Corcella 2010.

22 This anonymous booklet has been elsewhere transmitted under the name of Gregorios
Aneponymos; the text is published in Heiberg 1929.

23 See Krafft 1975, 252-253, 278-279, 309-316.

24 A comprehensive account on this subject in Rollo 2014a, 108-110 n. 3 (with further refer-
ences). For Laskaris’ travel diary see Gentile 1994, Speranzi 2010b, and Speranzi 2013a, 80-82,
89-91.
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existence of the Anonymus Mutinensis.” Resuming earlier proposals by K. K. Miil-
ler and G. Mercati,®Avezzli was able to identify in Laskaris’ travel journal, Vat.
gr. 1412, indisputable references to Andronikos’ books kept at Valla’s house:”
Vat. gr. 1314, Mutin. a U.9.10, Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71, Mutin. a Q.5.21.% Hans-
Christian Giinther and Andrea Tessier identified at a later time in Laskaris’ note-
book another manuscript belonging to Kallistos: Mutin. a Q.5.20.”

Before providing a full account of these identifications (see below, Table 3.3),
to which we can add some new ones, mention must be made of an important is-
sue. As correctly observed by Avezzi, it has mistakenly been assumed that the
titles of the works written down by Ianos Laskaris faithfully repeat those he found
in the library he was inspecting, and some manuscripts have been attributed to
other libraries (like that of Gioacchino Della Torre), whereas they were included
in Valla’s.?® We can hereby clarify further. The entries do not necessarily refer to
entire volumes, since they rather reflect the interest shown by Ianos Laskaris into
specific texts contained within them, in some of their codicological units or in
some leaves. A close correlation will be therefore established between entries and
texts rather than between entries and manuscripts.

Table 3.3: Andronikos’ books at Valla’s house. The notebook of lanos Laskaris.

Entry in Laskaris’ notebook Manuscripts of Andronikos
Vat. gr. 1412 (fols 51r-52r) Kallistos (kept by Valla)
51rlin. 7-10

TopokAéoug Al<avtog>, HAéktpag, Avityévng, Oidimodog

oxoAia | kai £160¢ pétpwv.| Oeokpitou eidiAiwv (sic) 16’ = Mutin. @ Q.5.20
¢gnynoeic. | € oxéha eig tvag Adyoug told MAdtwvog, €ig Tov (units 1-1V) (Mercati /
EUBU@pova kai GAAouG Giinther / Tessier)

25 Avezzi 1989-1990, 85-87.

26 See Miiller 1884, 340344, 354-363, 366, Heiberg 1896 and Mercati 1938.

27 Fols 51r-51v, 52r lin. 11-22 give an account about the books which are kept in Venice in the
collection of Valla (¢v BeveTig £v Toig ToD BaAAa).

28 Avezzli1 1989-1990, 84-87. The reference to Mutin. a V.7.14, indicated by Avezzii as a ‘codice
androniciano’, is wrong. The autoptical examination of this manuscript shows that there is no
link to Kallistos’ activity or any further evidence supporting the observations advanced by
Gamillscheg 1978, 232 and taken for granted by Centanni 1984-1985, 214. Recent data about this
manuscript is in Speranzi 2013a, 30, 112-113, 177, 180, 182.

29 See Mercati 1938, Giinther 1999, 321, Tessier 2000, 353, and Tessier 2015a, XXIX-XXX.

30 See Avezzu 1989-1990, 77-78, correcting the entries regarding Trophonius (Mutin. o U.9.10,
fols 2r-12v) and Musaeus (Mutin. a Q.5.21, unit II).
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Entry in Laskaris’ notebook Manuscripts of Andronikos
Vat. gr. 1412 (fols 51r-52r) Kallistos (kept by Valla)

51r lin. 18 Nepeaiou mepi pUoews vBpwmou = <Mutin. U.9.18>

51rlin. 13 =<Mutin. a V.7.1>
Tupmdatov f| xpovia 1ol louhiavod, Grerég (unit 11, fols 119v-141r)
51rlin. 14-15 = Mutin. a V.7.17
Zevo@@vtog mopot | epi Tpooddwv | Tol altod dmoAoyia (unit IV, fols 121v lin. 19—
IwkpaToug> 129v) (Heiberg)

51vlin. 5 = <Mutin. a P.5.20>
Kaootavoi iotpooo@ilotod mpoBAfpata (unit 11, fols 70v lin. 10-82v)
51vlin. 6-7 = <Mutin. a P.5.20>

De remediis, de praeparatione corporis et bono animo, nescio (units I 11, fols 63v—78r lin.
utrum | Plotini an Cassiani® 11)

51v lin. 12 =<Mutin. a V.7.1>
Mouatkn To0 Bpuevviou (unit 1)

51vlin. 14

MAoutdpyou aitial puoikai, TPt TV GpeTKOVIWY TOTG = Mutin. aV.7.17
@\ood@olg, teteeapévov ol pnv odov>* (unit 11) (Heiberg)

52rlin. 12 =Vat. gr. 1314
Amphilochii versus (fols 16r-17r) (Avezzi)
52rlin. 12-13 =Vat. gr. 1314

Macremboli enigmata | & Oloboli solutiones (fols 29v—32r) (Avezzi)
52rlin. 13 =Vat. gr. 1314

logica sine nomine libellus (fols 86v—106v) (Avezzi)
52 lin. 13-14

Phurnii de diis | antiquorum libellus antiqui auctoris =Vat. gr. 1314

& de cometis (fols 191r-213r) (Avezzl)

31 The work by the Emperor Julian copied in this Mutinensis is indeed incomplete.

32 This Mutinensis is the only codex known to us which contains in this order Xenophon’s De
vectigalibus and Apologia Socratis.

33 This case is particularly instructive about the fact that the entries mostly refer to single texts
and not necessarily to the whole unit containing them. It is also interesting to observe that here
Laskaris reproduced the erroneous indication he read in the pinax in the hand of Markos Musu-
ros: (fol. 1v) eiu<s>dem De remediis, corrected by a later hand to eiusdem [sc. Galeni] De sectis ad
introducendos. One gets the impression therefore that, in this case, Laskaris did not check the
actual contents of the manuscript.

34 The indication ‘complete, but not undefective’ exactly corresponds to the state of these
leaves (in Andronikos’ hand) which display numerous fenestrae.
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Entry in Laskaris’ notebook Manuscripts of Andronikos
Vat. gr. 1412 (fols 51r-52r) Kallistos (kept by Valla)

52 lin. 14-15

Orphei de ter[remotibus versiculi. Quod ea quae sunt sint, tria = Vat. gr. 1314

quattuor folia (fols 215v-216r) (Avezzii)
52rlin. 16 = Mutin. a U.9.10
Tpo@oviou mpoAeydpeva €ig TV PTOPIKAY (fols 2r-12v) (Avezzu)
52rlin. 16-17 = Oxon. Holk. Hall gr. 71
Nicephori tractatus de | dialectica & philosophia et naturalis (Avezzi)

52rlin. 17-18 = Mutin. a Q.5.21
nopdepacts £ig coPloTikny | Avpovikiolg yp&upaov (unit 1) (Avezzul)

52 lin. 18 = Mutin. a Q.5.21
Mouaaiou 10 kot Hpw (sic) kai Aéavdpov (unit I1) (Avezzd)

In the last two decades of the fifteenth century, therefore, Kallistos’ books were
with certainty stored in Valla’s library in Venice, drawing the attention of Gior-
gio’s friends and fellow scholars because of their highly interesting contents. Be-
fore examining the events which led this nucleus of Andronikos’ collection to be
included (through Valla) in the library of the rulers of Modena, we may add here
a brief remark.

To Ianos Laskaris’ team of scribes acting in Florence (which included Aris-
tobulos Apostoles, Markos Musuros and Kaisar Strategos, who arrived in the city
around 1492), there belonged also a certain Michael Suliardos from Argos.” Alt-
hough David Speranzi recently offered a detailed account of this copyist’s move-
ments between Greece and Italy, there is still no systematic study on his auto-
graphs, which could allow a more precise identification of times and
whereabouts. However, there is a significant piece of information about Suliar-
dos’ activity in the last decade of the fifteenth century which is relevant to many
books of Andronikos’ collection. Some of the manuscripts copied in this timespan
by Suliardos turned out to be direct copies of Kallistos’ books being part of Valla’s
collection in Venice. In his fundamental study on the textual tradition of Aristo-
tle’s Poetics, Edgar Lobel already highlighted the dependency of Matr. 4612 on
Mutin. o T.8.3.%® Likewise, according to Jean Irigoin, the Pindaric section written

35 On the activity of this scribe see Lobel 1933, 54-56; Harlfinger 1971, 416; RGK 1286 = 11392 =
I1I 468; Speranzi 2013a, in part. 60—64, 68—72 . A new trace of his activity as a copyist is <Pal. gr.
338> (Greek version of Ovid’s Metamorphoses).

36 Lobel 1933, 38.
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down by Suliardos in Ambr. C 22 sup. derives from Mutin a T.9.14.” Alexander
Turyn’s studies on Triclinius’ scholia to the tragedians — summarised and further
explored by Andrea Tessier — have shown that the Cambridge manuscript Univ.
Libr. Dd.X1.70 is a direct apograph to both Mutin. a Q.5.20 and Mutin. o U.9.22.%
Similarly, as Paolo Eleuteri demonstrated, Musaeus’ Hero and Leander, copied by
Suliardos in Par. gr. 2600 is an offspring of a manuscript once owned by Kallistos,
i.e. Mutin. a Q.5.21.*° Heterogeneous contents of Mutin. a T.9.2 (Aratus, Nicander
etc.) are gathered together in Ambr. C 32 sup.”® To all these data, already acknowl-
edged by the modern scholarship, one shall add at least another piece concerning
Par. gr. 2166, whose two first codicological units belonged to Ianos Laskaris.!
Partial collations on the text of the Ad Glauconem (fols 1r-29r) highlighted that
the Parisinus directly descends from Mutin. a P.5.20, a volume from Kallistos’
(and thence Valla’s) library, which preserves this text at fols 38v—63v.** In short,
there are numerous indications of Suliardos’ activity as a copyist in Venice (per-
haps also on behalf of Ianos Laskaris); he seems thus to have been charged with
the task of producing copies of Kallistos’ books available through Valla (see Table
3.4). This activity is to a certain extent parallel to the aforementioned campaign

37 Irigoin 1952, 386—387. The identification of the copyist with Michael Suliardos is already
found in the catalogue Martini and Bassi 1906, I, 184.

38 See Turyn 1957, 205 and Tessier 2015a, XXXI-XXXII. The analysis of the watermarks by Giin-
ther 1995, 162 should also be taken into account, as it points out that Venice must have been the
place of production of the Cambridge codex. Finally, also the section containing the Prole-
gomena Tzetzae, rearranged in a quite singular form by the so-called Anonymus Crameri de-
scends from Mutin. a U.9.22: see on this subject Koster 1975, XXXVI.

39 Eleuteri 1981, 13, 105-107, 111-117. The watermarks point to a production in Venice. A further
proof to the fact that the copy by Suliardos was carried out directly from the Modena codex is
that some lines of text which are missing in Mutin. a Q.5.21 of Kallistos (fols 68v lin. 12-70v) were
integrated in the Mutinensis by Suliardos himself, as observed by De Gregorio 1993, 142.

40 See Martin 1974 XI-XII (Aratus); Vian 1979, 29-31 (Argon. Orph.); Aujac 1992, 23 (Dion.
Halic.); Jacques 2002, CLIII-CLIV (Nicander). With regard to the section containing Lycophron’s
Alexandra, the Ambr. C 32 sup. has been included in a group of codices which Pal gr. 142, a direct
apograph of Mutin. a T.9.14, also belongs to (see Scheer 1879, 451); since Suliardos used Mutin.
o T.9.14 for copying Pindat, it is likely at this point that for Lycophron the Ambrosianus likewise
descends from this Mutinensis.

41 See Jackson 1999a, 130 and Jackson 2010. This book was purchased later on by Niccolo Le-
oniceno, whose collection was passed on in the middle of the sixteenth century to Niccolo
Ridolfi. See Muratore 2009. This information is missing in the monograph study about the col-
lection of Niccolo Leoniceno by Mugnai Carrara 1991.

42 The third codicological unit of Par. gr. 2166, containing Galen’s De plenitudine, which is not
of the hand of Suliardos, also descends from a book included in Valla’s library, that is, Mutin. o
G.3.12; see Otte 2001, 14-18.
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of transcription of texts for the enrichment of Medici’s private collection, per-
formed between Florence and Venice in those same years.

Table 3.4: Copies of Kallistos’ books made by Suliardos.

Manuscripts of the collection Contents Apographs in the hand of
Kallistos / Valla Michael Suliardos
Mutin. a T.8.3 Aristotle, Poetica - Matr. 4612
[Dem. Phal.] - Matr. 4612
Mutin. a Q.5.21 Musaeus -> Par. gr. 2600
Mutin. a T.9.2 Aratus, Phaenom. - Ambr. C 32 sup.
Dion. Halic., De imit.
Nicander
Argon. Orph.
Mutin. a T.9.14 Lycophron - Ambr. C 32 sup.
Pindar - Ambr. C 22 sup.
Mutin. a Q.5.20 scholia -> Cantabr. Univ. Libr. Dd.XI.70
Mutin. o U.9.22 scholia -> Cantabr. Univ. Libr. Dd.XI.70
scholia - Voss. gr. Q33
Mutin. a P.5.20 Galen, Ad Glauc. - Par. gr. 2166

As is known, Valla’s Greek collection was bought by the Lord of Carpi Alberto III
Pio for 800 golden ‘scudi’,” after Giorgio’s death in 1500. Andronikos’ collection,
included in that of Valla, thus merged with other minor collections coming from
Ferrara and Venice, that is, cities where Alberto was completing numerous pur-
chases at that time. The Lord of Carpi entrusted the Cretan Markos Musuros with
the task of organizing this growing collection; Musuros endowed a large number
of volumes with a Latin index and with a new ex libris on their flyleaves.* In sev-
eral cases, Musuros crossed out Valla’s note of ownership, substituting it with
Alberto’s (see Fig. 3.4); in other cases, he simply added Alberto’s name to Valla’s.

43 See Svalduz 2001, 114-115, n. 1.

44 Among the books preserved in Modena which are linked to Andronikos’ library, the ones still
bearing both the ex libris and the index in the hand of Markos Musuros are: Mutin. a P.5.19, a
P.5.20, 2 Q.5.20, a T.8.3, a T.8.13, a T.8.20, a T.9.1, 2 T.9.2, a T.9.14, a U.9.3, o U.9.10, a U.9.22, at
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Fig. 3.4: Mutin. a P.5.20, fol. 1v; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

Following Valla’s, Andronikos’ 22 books ended up in Alberto Pio’s hands and pro-
vided support for his Greek studies under the teachings of Musuros. Alberto’s col-
lection mainly included recent volumes dating back to the fifteenth and the six-
teenth century. As is known, an inventory was done in Carpi in the first decades
of the sixteenth century, certainly before 1531 (that is, the year of Lord Alberto
Pio’s death).” Traces of this cataloguing activity are found in two manuscripts,
Vat. lat. 6937 (fols 40r—49r) and 7205 (fols 94r-105r).“ After Alberto’s death, his
nephew cardinal Rodolfo Pio inherited the manuscripts. The complete inventory
of his books is kept in Barb. lat. 3108 (fols 55v—-62r).*” Unlike Alberto’s, this was
compiled directly by the executors of Rodolfo’s will in May 1564 (about two weeks
after his death), in preparation for the sale of the cardinal’s antiquarian goods.
Among the bibliophiles interested in the purchase were Philip II of Spain, Cosimo
de’ Medici and Alfonso II d’Este. The Lord of Ferrara managed to obtain the Pios’
collection; though the transfer of the antiquities (including the boxes containing
the manuscripts) from Rome to Ferrara succeeded only in 1573. In 1598 the books
finally moved from Ferrara to Modena, where they are nowadays kept at the Bi-
blioteca Estense Universitaria (see Table 3.5).%

V.7.1, a V.7.17; for a broader perspective, not limited to Andronikos’ collection, see Speranzi
2013a, 112-113 n. 67.

45 Speranzi 2013a, 112 n. 67 reasonably proposes a date around 1527.

46 See Mercati 1938, 38-74 and 203-245.

47 For the inventory of the ‘libri scritti a penna Greci’ see Heiberg 1896, 470—-478.

48 In the last decades of the eighteenth century, Girolamo Tiraboschi carried out a reorganiza-
tion of the Duke’s library, which obliterated most of the original codicological features. Tira-
boschi substituted the original bindings with those which are still visible today (known, thus, as
‘legature tiraboschiane’): they are made of Russian leather and are provided with coat of arms
on the spine (the eagle of the House of Este).
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Current Reference old Inventory of Inventory of
shelfmark to Puntoni’s shelfmark Alberto Pio (ante 1531) Rodolfo Pio (1564)
catalogue =Vat. lat. 6937 = Barb. lat. 3108
o P.5.19 gr. 110 11.D.11 no. 92 no. 94
o P.5.20 gr. 109 11.D.10 no. 1 no. 63
aP.6.13 gr.77 1I.C.10 no. 140 no.74
o Q.5.20 gr. 87 111.C.8 no. 134 no. 136
0 Q.5.21 gr. 91 1.C.12 no. 24 no. 16
aT.8.3 gr. 100 11.D.1 no. 36 no. 83
aT.8.13 gr. 140 I.LE.7 no. 67 no. 69
aT.8.20 gr. 141 II.E.8 no.71 no. 62
aT.9.1 gr. 38 11.B.1 no. 16 no. 32
aT.9.2 gr. 39 11.B.2 no. 135 no. 37
aT.9.14 gr. 51 11.B.14 no. 145 no.72
aU.5.1 gr. 123 1I.D.4 no.72 no. 95
aU.9.3 gr. 54 111.B.2 no. 74 no. 35
aU.9.10 gr. 59 1.B.7 no. 99 no. 38
aU.9.18 gr. 18 .A.4 no.74 no. 35
aU.9.22 gr. 93 .C.14 no. 146 no.75
aV.7.1 gr.173 II.LF.8 no. 13 no. 89
aV.7.17 gr. 145 II.LE.12 no. 41 no. 50
aW.2.1 gr. 69 11.C.2 no. 94 no. 27
aW.5.5 gr. 165 IIl.LE.12 no. 54 no. 122

A distinction is in order: two manuscripts owned by Andronikos, and later by
Giorgio Valla and Alberto Pio, left the collection before the latter’s death, and
thus never belonged to Rodolfo. This split probably took place as Alberto, de-
feated in the battle of Pavia in 1525, fled to Rome, where he died some years later
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in 1531. This may explain why the manuscripts Vat. gr. 1314 and Oxon. Bodl. Holk-
ham Hall gr. 71 are today away from Modena.”

The Vatican manuscript, as anticipated, is a witness well-known to scholars
working on Kallistos because of the subscriptio in the hand of Andronikos (fol.
15v). In the inventory of Alberto’s books, compiled before 1531, Vat. gr. 1314 ap-
pears at no. 49, whereas it is missing from the list compiled after Rodolfo’s death
in 1564. The Vaticanus ended up finally in Fulvio Orsini’s Roman collection.*
Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71, which bears traces of Andronikos’ textual and codi-
cological restoration, was never part of the Este’s collection. The Oxoniensis
shows still both Giorgio Valla’s and Alberto Pio’s ex libris, along with that of Clau-
dio Betti from Bologna (11589).” Known as ‘Betto giovane’, he was born in Mo-
dena and lectured on moral philosophy at the Studium in Bologna.>* More than
two centuries later, Oxon. Hokham Hall gr. 71 was purchased in Italy by Thomas
Coke, Duke of Leicester; thence the transfer to Oxford’s Bodleian Library.”

To conclude the survey on Valla-Pio’s branch, we should briefly refer to the
Euclid Par. gr. 2346. Three scribes worked together on its making: Georgios Tribi-
zias, Michael Lygizos, and Andronikos Kallistos, who acted as the maitre d’ceuvre
of the manuscript.*® As observed by Ernst Gamillscheg and Antonio Rollo,” Valla
is the author of most of additions in the margins. One can infer therefore that this
manuscript also belonged to Andronikos before entering Valla’s library. How-
ever, Par. gr. 2346 did not share the fate of the other books which belonged to

49 While examining the manuscripts from Kallistos’ library I checked some others belonging to
Valla-Pio’s. I did not came across traces of Andronikos’ hand in the following pieces: Neap.
II1.C.2, Par. Suppl. gr. 387, Ambr. A 119 sup., Ambr. L 41 sup., Vat. Barb. gr. 186, Ott. gr. 371, Vat.
gr. 1316, and Vat. gr. 2241. I also verified some manuscripts only bearing Valla’s ex libris, with
negative outcomes concerning Kallistos’ hand; it is Par. gr. 2195, Vat. gr. 2202, Par. Suppl. gr.
556, Ambr. C 235 inf., and Ambr. M 51 sup.

50 See supra, §2.1.2.

51 Mercati 1938, 210.

52 This corresponds to no. 30 in the inventory of Orsini’s library published in de Nolhac 1887.
53 To my knowledge, the ex-libris of Betti is found in at least two other Greek books, that is,
Barb. gr. 124 (fol. 240v: KAawsiov Béttou kail @V @ilwv; see Capocci 1958, 180) and the manu-
script Chicago, Newberry Library, Ry. 9 (see Sicherl 1997, 228 [shelfmark ‘103’]).

54 For a biographical account see Stabile 1967; more data about his works in Kristeller’s Iter
Italicum (1151, 278b, 398b; 11 453).

55 See Barbour 1956, 61-63 and Barbour 1961, 591, 605.

56 The identification of the hands is in RGK II 25, 94, 386.

57 See Rollo 2014b.
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Valla, and was never part of Alberto’s and Rodolfo Pio’s collections.*® Along with
many other books owned by Valla, the Parisinus was bought by Gian Francesco
Torresani d’Asola (1 ¢. 1557), Aldo Manuzio’s brother-in-law.” It finally ended up
at Fontainebleu in the royal library of France by means of the purchase carried
out by Guillaume Pellicier (acting as ambassador in Venice in 1542) for King Fran-
cis L.

3.4 The Migliavacca batch

In a recent paper,® I undertook the study of the Greek manuscripts once belong-
ing to Baldassar Migliavacca (f c. 1524), a lesser-known humanist from Pavia act-
ing in Lombardy between the second half of the fifteenth century and the first
decades of the sixteenth century. The interest in Migliavacca’s books arose out of
a pressing need to collect more information about a learned man whose name
comes out in the catalogues as the owner of some Greek books, which are often
linked to the activity of Andronikos Kallistos. In this regard, it must be said that
Migliavacca’s Greek-Latin ex libris — generally expressed by means of the formula
£pob Baltaoapog MeAwoBakkod / Baltasaris Meliavaccae (with slight variations)
— appears in the following volumes: Ambr. I 56 sup., Laur. Ashb. 1144 and 1599,
Cantabr. Univ. Libr. Nn.III.18, Sinod. gr. 370, Par. Suppl. gr. 66.5 The palaeo-
graphic study of Migliavacca’s Greek handwriting® — which started with the
analysis of these inscriptions on the guard-leaves along with the tables of con-
tents, written sometimes in his hand® — demonstrated that he was without doubt
a pupil of Kallistos. Moreover, Migliavacca was not only the owner of many books
belonging to Andronikos, since he also ‘inherited’ from the master most of his
graphic system: Kallistos’ typical forms and ligatures regularly appear in the sam-

58 As noticed in Mercati 1938, and 211-212, the two entries concerning Euclid’s Elementa in the
inventory of Alberto Pio (no. 57 and no. 73) correspond to manuscripts nowadays kept in Mo-
dena.

59 The case of Par. gr. 2195 is similar, as this was undoubtedly owned by Valla and bears his ex-
libris on the recto of the flyleaf placed on the front and marked with the letter ‘A’; see Cataldi
Palau 1998, 471-472.

60 Orlandi 2014b.

61 With reference to Par. Suppl. gr. 66, Migliavacca’s ex libris, today almost completely erased,
is still visible with the aid of the Wood lamp; see Orlandi 2014b, and plate XVIIIe.

62 See Orlandi 2014b, 149-155.

63 See the case of Par. Suppl. gr. 541, Laur. Ashb. 1144, Laur. Ashb. 1599, and Sinod. gr. 267.



150 —— The Fate of Andronikos’ Books

ples of Migliavacca’s handwriting. This evidence led to a more detailed examina-
tion of all books from Kallistos’ collection in which one comes across puzzling
anomalies of ductus and hatching. In more than one instance, especially with ref-
erence to the annotations in the margins, it has been possible to attribute to
Migliavacca (rather than to Kallistos) numerous samples.®

The outcome of these identifications is of great importance to the reconstruc-
tion of the history of Kallistos’ collection. I attach here an up-to-date list of the
books owned by the master which came into his pupil’s possession:

Athos, ‘lepa Movr| IBApwv, 161 [miscellany]

Cantabr. Univ. Libr., Nn.II1.18 [Thucydides]

Laur. Ashb. 1144 [Pindar, Lycophron]

Laur. Ashb. 1599 [miscellany]

Ambr. A 185 sup. (units IV-V) [miscellany]

Ambr. 156 sup. [Aristotle]

Ambr. D 78 inf. [Ammonius]

Sinod. gr. 267 [Demosthenes]

Sinod. gr. 370 [Sophocles]

RGADA, @ 1607 Matthaei 15 (ex-Dresd. Da 11) [Demosthenes]

Oxon. d’Orville 115 [Eustathios]

Par. gr. 1879 [Michael of Ephesos]

Par. gr. 2066 [comm. to Aristotle]

Par. gr. 2998 [miscellany]

Par. Suppl. gr. 66 [miscellany]

Par. Suppl. gr. 541 [miscellany]

In addition, it has been possible to identify some routes of dispersal of Androni-
kos’ books which entered Migliavacca’s collection. Before examining these sub-
groups, it is important to stress the fact that in none of the manuscripts of the
‘Migliavacca-batch’ is there any trace of Giorgio Valla’s hand (just as in Valla’s
books there is no trace of Migliavacca’s hand). This is a clear clue — as anticipated
— of the independence of these two groups and that Andronikos’ collection split
at a very early stage into two different main branches.

64 Orlandi 2014b. With the addition of other books nowadays kept at Mount Athos, in Milan,
Moscow, and Oxford (for which see Orlandi 2019a and Orlandi 2020c), and of another Vatican
manuscript, which will be presented infra (§ 4.1.1), the size of the Migliavacca’s collection has
grown significantly.
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Two out of the three books belonging to Andronikos (and thence to
Migliavacca) which are today included in the Fond Ancien of the Bibliothéque na-
tionale de France come from Gian Francesco d’Asola’s collection, through the
purchase by Guillaume Pellicier, ambassador in Venice at the behest of the King
of France between the years 1539-1541.* The first one is Par. gr. 1879, a volume
containing the second half of Michael of Ephesos’ commentary on Aristotle’s Me-
taphysics.*® Likewise, Par. gr. 2066 contains exegetical writings by Philoponos
and Michael of Ephesos on Aristotle; one finds in this case the commentary on De
generatione animalium (fols 1r-178r), De incessu animalium and De motu animalium
(fols 178r-219v), and the so-called Parva naturalia (fols 219v-312r).*” Both Par. gr.
1879 and Par. gr. 2066 bear evidence to Migliavacca’s deep interest in Aristotle.

Par. gr. 2998 is an important miscellaneous volume (Demosthenes, Plato, Li-
banius, Saint Basil, etc.) copied in part (and perhaps also owned) by the patriarch
Gregorios II of Cyprus (1241-1289).® It ended up at the BnF via Iohannes
Abramios, Jean Veillart, Frédéric Morel (1552-1630), Pierre de Nancel (1570—c.
1641) and Etienne Baluze (1630-1718).%

Another route, in which the sequence of owners after Kallistos is almost en-
tirely clear, is that including the books kept today at Mount Athos and Moscow.”
These are the manuscripts that were once in the possession of doctor Giambat-
tista Rasario (1517-1578) and then passed on into the hands of the bishop of Ky-
thera Maximos Margunios (1549-1602). After Margunios’ death, they were moved
to Athos in the Movr IBpwv and finally purchased in 1653 by Arsénij Sukhanov
on behalf of the tsar of Russia Alexis I. It is still not clear which and how many
passages are to be assumed between Migliavacca (who died around 1524) and Ra-
sario; while waiting for new data and documents, this question remains open.
Three books ended up, via Athos, at the library of the Orthodox Patriarchate in

65 For the library of Gian Francesco d’Asola refer to Cataldi Palau 1998; for an account of the
manuscripts of Pellicier’s own library, see Piccione 2020.

66 See Orlandi 2014b, 167-169, 189-190. The text of books V-XIII (transmitted since the late
antiquity under the name of Alexander of Aphrodisias) was accurately revised by Migliavacca by
means of a systematic collation of other witnesses.

67 See Orlandi 2014b, 165-166, 189-190. One finds also in this manuscript annotations in the
hand of Baldassar Migliavacca (see fols 262r-265v) which imply the collation of other witnesses
to the text (here Michael’s commentary on De memoria et reminiscentia).

68 See Orlandi 2014b, 164-165 and the further bibliography. Marginalia in Migliavacca’s hand
are at fols 29r-30r, 31v—-32r, 33r, 341, 40v-41v, 43v, 45v, 52r, 73v, 102v, 173r-174r, 181r, 183v—
184r, 1851v.

69 For a detailed study about the owners of Par. gr. 2998 refer now to Settecase 2021. For
Abramios and his books refer to Mondrain 2017 and Cardinali 2020b.

70 See on the subject Orlandi 2014b, 146-149, 191-192 and Orlandi 2019a.
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Moscow. These are: Sinod. gr. 267, a witness to Demosthenes’ orations, entirely
in the hand of Andronikos; Sinod. gr. 370 (Sophocles); the manuscript RGADA, @
1607 Matthaei 15 (ex-Dresd. Da 11) (another witness to Demosthenes’ speeches,
textually akin and complementary to Sinod. gr. 267). This latter book, the ex-Dres-
densis, was separated from the other two in modern times, after an illicit acquisi-
tion by Ch. Friedrich Matthaei (1744-1811) — hence the shelf-mark indicating its
‘sojourn’ in Dresden — and returned to Russia only after the Second World War
at the time of the Soviet occupation of East Germany.” Within this group, there is
a manuscript which is, as we have seen,’ of particular interest. Soukhanov failed
to acquire it, and thus it is still kept to the present day on Mount Athos at the
Movr| IBripwv: it is the manuscript no. 161.7” A key-witness to many classical texts,
this book, which is made of codicological units dating from the twelfth to the
fourteenth century, contains inter alia works by Pindar and Theocritus, which
were lectured upon by Kallistos in his Greek language courses.”

Some manuscripts belonging to Migliavacca circulated within intellectual
milieux in Northern Italy between the last decades of the fifteenth century and the
beginning of the sixteenth. Proof of this is the correspondence between
Migliavacca and some of the most famous humanists of the time, such as Ermolao
Barbaro and Giovanni Pico della Mirandola.” According to Martin Sicherl,
Migliavacca may have lent the manuscript Ambr. I 56 sup. to Niccold Leoniceno
(1428-1524): this was to be used by Aldo Manuzio for the corrections to the text
of the Historia animalium.”® However, Ambr. I 56 sup. never strayed too far from

71 See a summary of this in Orlandi 2014b, 147-148 (with further bibliography). Therein (pages
159-163) I excluded from Andronikos’ library two other codices owned by Migliavacca, the man-
uscripts Sinod. gr. 282 and RGADA, @ 1607 Matthaei 9 (ex-Lips. gr. 53), which followed the same
route. They had been attributed to Kallistos in Fonkic¢ 1981, 124, whereas they are the work of his
pupil Migliavacca; see Orlandi 2020c, 456—-458.

72 See on this manuscript supra, § 3.1 and infra, § 5.2.1.

73 Some observations are found in Orlandi 2019a. Relying on an indication by Turyn, Agamem-
non Tselikas identified the author of the restoration with Andronikos Kallistos; see Tselikas
2004, 374. Given the presence of Kallistos” hand, the manuscript IBripwv 161 is the one for which
a provenance from Kallistos’ library is most likely amongst the books which had belonged to
Migliavacca and are kept today at Mount Athos. By contrast, the autoptical analysis of some
other manuscripts of Migliavacca — Iripwv 164 (Galen, Methodus medendi) and 189 (containing
Moschopulos’ commentary on Hesiod and again works by Galen) — did not reveal traces of An-
dronikos’ hand; it is therefore not demonstrable that these manuscripts also came from Kallistos’
collection.

74 See more infra, § 5.3.1.

75 See Orlandi 2014b, 142-144.

76 See Sicherl 1997, 45-46. Some remarks on the issue are also in Orlandi 2022b (forthcoming).
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Milan throughout the sixteenth century; for his later owners were to be learned
men from Lombard cultural circles, such as Ottaviano Ferrari (1518-1586) and
Cesare Rovida (c. 1556-1591). It is well known how the books of Ferrari, a master
of philosophy and medicine in Padua, passed after his death to his pupil Rovida,
a professor in Pavia, who succeeded in obtaining them only after lengthy negoti-
ations for their purchase with his colleague Bartolomeo Capra. After Cesare’s
death in 1591, the volumes passed to his brother Alessandro, who died a couple
of years later in 1605, at which point Rovida’s Greek-Latin library was purchased
by the curators of the Ambrosiana. There is not much to say, unfortunately, about
Ambr. D 78 inf.: the indication ‘olim Pinelli’, which appears in the catalogue ed-
ited by Emidio Martini and Domenico Bassi,” only clarifies that the manuscript
entered the Ambrosiana in the first years of the seventeenth century together with
other books owned by Gian Vincenzo Pinelli (1535-1601).

The sequence of events which led the two manuscripts now known as Lau-
rentiani Ashburnham 1144 and 1599 to Florence is quite clear, at least from the
seventeenth century onwards.” Before the Italian State’s definitive re-acquisition
in the second half of the nineteenth century, these two books were part of the
Saibante family’s famous collection (in Verona); from there, they were passed on
to the French bibliophile Charles Millon (1754-1839); later, they were part of the
collection owned by Guglielmo Libri (1803-1869) and finally entered the posses-
sion of the English Lord Ashburnham. A tangible trace of all these passages is
their presence in their respective inventories. Unfortunately, we do not know an-
ything about the owners between Migliavacca — who died around 1524 — and the
Saibante family, whose book inventory was edited by Scipione Maffei (first half
of the eighteenth century):” there is thus a lack of information for the span of
roughly two centuries.

Likewise, it is not possible at the moment to define who owned Par. Suppl.
gr. 66 after Kallistos and Migliavacca, and before the manuscript ended up in the
collection of the bibliophile Jean Bourdelot (who died in 1638),%° and from there
in that of his nephew Pierre-Michon. The fate of the miscellaneous codex Par.

77 See Martini and Bassi 1906, II, 1029-1030.

78 See Orlandi 2014b.

79 The noble Veronese family gradually abandoned its library in the period between 1650 and
1750 circa. For information about its buyers and further bibliography, see Orlandi 2014b.

80 As noted elsewhere, it could be significant that there is at least one Latin manuscript in the
Bourdelot library, that is, Voss. lat. F 100 (Latin version of Proclus’ commentary on Plato’s Ti-
maeus), presenting Giambattista Rasario’s ownership note; see Orlandi 2014b, 192.



154 —— The Fate of Andronikos’ Books

Suppl. gr. 541% and of the Thucydides of Cambridge, Univ. Libr. Nn.II1.18% is sim-
ilarly still obscure.

3.5 Other dispersal routes: Exploring Barbaro’s, Pico’s, and
Grimani’s collection

Alongside the two main dispersal routes so far examined (Valla-Pio and
Migliavacca), there is a series of elements we can take into account to shed further
light on Kallistos’ library’s fate. A first clue comes from an important source, Er-
molao Barbaro’s epistolary:

Libros Andronici non haberi amplius istic doleo, quamquam, si verum est pervenisse illos
in manus Pici nostri, minus moleste fero.®*

I regret the fact that Andronikos’ books are no longer kept there at your place; however, if
it is true that they came into the hands of our dear Pico, I will endure this fact with less
annoyance.

This letter, dated 1 September 1483, is addressed to Giorgio Merula, who was Kal-
listos’ pupil in Bologna.®* By writing to Merula (likely from Venice), Ermolao
shows his interest in the fate of Andronikos’ books. Barbaro is upset as these
books are no longer kept there (istic) at Merula’s, i.e. in Lombardy, between Milan
and Pavia, where Giorgio was residing. Barbaro doubtfully suggests that Kallis-
tos’ books are now in the hands of Giovanni Pico della Mirandola (1463-1494) (in
manus Pici nostri), although he is not certain of this (si verum est).

One wonders whether it is possible to identify Merula’s books which Ermolao
is referring to in this letter. We can probably rule out that he is talking about the
same pieces of Kallistos’ collection which had already been or were to be pur-
chased by Giorgio Valla. As far as we are concerned, in September 1483 Valla was

81 There is no information about the time preceding its arrival at the Sorbona’s library, certified
by the seal visible in fol. 11r. The only element available to us is the registration as no. 1524 in the
catalogue edited by Guédier de Saint-Aubin around 1740. In contrast to Omont’s claims, this
manuscript did not end up in the Sorbona from the collection of the Cardinal Richelieu; the arri-
val at the Bibliothéque nationale is however attested in 1796. For the history of the codices in
Richelieu’s collection, see Astruc 1952.

82 Concerning this codex, it is possible to suggest that it was owned in modern times by the
English bishop John Moore (1646-1714) (see Orlandi 2014b, 193), though there is no decisive ev-
idence to confirm this hypothesis.

83 Branca 1943, I, 44. The text has been discussed in Petrucci 1989.

84 See supra, §1.1.
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still residing in Lombardy, teaching in Pavia (hence not too far from Merula) and
he may have already purchased that big batch of Andronikos’ books,*® a deal
which Ermolao was probably informed about through his own contacts with
Valla.

Likewise, it seems that the letter is not concerned with the manuscripts which
were to be included in the ‘Migliavacca batch’, for similar reasons. Migliavacca
was also living at that time in Lombardy, acting between Milan and Pavia. In ad-
dition, five years later (i.e. in 1488) Ermolao himself was to ask Migliavacca for a
loan of some books formerly belonging to Kallistos’ collection which meanwhile
had become part of Migliavacca’s.% The books mentioned by Ermolao in the letter
to Merula then seem to point to another small group from Andronikos’ library,
whose fate can be outlined by looking elsewhere, following the traces of Pico’s
collection.®” We will be returning to this topic in a moment.

3.5.1 Barbaro, Valla, and the Anonymus 38 Harlfinger

Recent studies show that in at least two cases, books from Kallistos’ collection
served as models for copies destined to enrich Ermolao Barbaro’s collection. An-
dronikos’ own copy of Theophrastus’ works on plants, i.e. Par. gr. 2069 (which
ended up in the library of Niccold Leoniceno), turned out to be the antigraph to
the second codicological unit of Barbaro’s Vat. gr. 1305.%8 Similarly, from the man-
uscript Par. gr. 1878, copied and owned by Andronikos (and later by Leoniceno),*
descends the text of Alexander of Aphrodisias’ Commentary on Aristotle’s Meta-
physics copied for Ermolao in the manuscript Neap. II1.D.35° by the so-called
Anonymus 38 Harlfinger.

The connection between this mysterious and anonymous copyist and Ermo-
lao Barbaro is indisputable, as the writing of the Anonymus 38 had already been

85 For the year 1485 as a terminus ante quem, see supra, § 3.3. We did not rule out the hypothesis
that Valla had purchased them directly from Gian Francesco Della Torre not long after their sale
in Milan in 1476.

86 This is the case with Par. gr. 1879 containing Michael of Ephesos’ commentary on Metaphy-
sics; see Orlandi 2014b, 143-144 and Orlandi 2019a, 134-135.

87 A comprehensive study on Pico’s library is in Kibre 1936.

88 See Cronier 2020, 198-199.

89 It is remarkable and probably not incidental that both Par. gr. 1878 and Par. gr. 2069 were
part of the library of Niccolo Leoniceno.

90 See Golitsis 2022, CIII-CIV, CXL-CXLI.
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found by Dieter Harlfinger in two manuscripts® (now in Naples, and both con-
taining Aristotelian materials) belonging to Ermolao: Neap. I11.D.29 and Neap.
I11.D.35. To these I add the Mutin. a K.3.31 (also bearing commentaries to Aristo-
tle), in which Stefano Martinelli Tempesta recognized the hand of Barbaro him-
self.*?

Once Andronikos’ books arrived in Venice, however, it probably became eas-
ier for all scholars interested in reading new Greek texts to interact with Valla and
to arrange with him for copies to be made. At least one of Kallistos’ manuscripts
from Valla’s collection served as a model to a book found in Ermolao’s library,
Neap. III.E.12 (Fig. 3.5), written entirely in the hand of the Anonymus 38 Harlfin-
ger.”?

Fig. 3.5: Neap. III.E.12, fol. 1r; © Biblioteca Nazionale ‘Vittorio Emanuele III’.

The first codicological unit of the Naples manuscript contains a unique combina-
tion of texts: an anonymous paraphrasis to Aristotle’s Sophistical Refutations and
Musaeus’ Hero and Leander. As one might suspect, such works are otherwise
never handed down together in the manuscript tradition. This exception can be
explained by assuming a copying from a manuscript belonging to Andronikos,
i.e. Mutin. a Q.5.21, where the paraphrasis and Musaeus are in found respectively

91 See Harlfinger 1971, 420.

92 Stefano Martinelli Tempesta brought forward my identification of the Anonymus 38’s hand-
writing in Martinelli Tempesta 2019, 292-293.

93 I published this identification in Martinelli Tempesta 2019, 292-293. A very detailed account
on Ermolao’s library is now Vendruscolo 2020. A new book from Barbaro’s collection turned out
to be Neap. I11.D.37; see Orlandi 2022b (forthcoming).
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in the first and second codicological units. I carried out some sample collations,**
which confirmed the dependence of Barbaro’s manuscript on this Mutinensis.

Another manuscript partially copied by the Anonymus 38 Harlfinger is Mutin.
o P.5.18 (Galen)* belonging to the collection of Giorgio Valla, and probably cop-
ied from Marc. gr. Z. 286, in which Ciro Giacomelli recognised marginal annota-
tions by the Anonymus himself.*

Finally, I shall add one more piece in which I found his handwriting: the first
codicological unit (fols 1-56) of the <Mutin. a T.9.11> (Nikephoros Blemmydes)
(Fig. 3.6), this manuscript being likewise part of the collection of Giorgio Valla.”

Fig. 3.6: Mutin. a T.9.11, fol. 2r; © Biblioteca Estense Universitaria.

While awaiting new studies to hopefully better define and locate the scribal ac-
tivity of the Anonymus 38 Harlfinger, as well as his contacts with learned men
based in Venice in the last quarter of the century, and to verify the existence of
other copies made from items once belonging to Andronikos’ library, I hereby

94 The reference study on the manuscript tradition of Musaeus (Eleuteri 1981) did not include
Neap. III.E.12.

95 The identification published by Martinelli Tempesta (in Giacomelli 2019a, 113) with regard to
a manuscript of Galen’s De simpl. med. written by the Anonymus should be partly corrected. It is
in fact not Mutin. a W.2.9, but Mutin. o P.5.18.

96 Giacomelli 2019a, 113.

97 Ishall remark here that the scribe of the second unit (fols 57—end) is found in other volumes
belonging to the collection of Giorgio Valla and/or Andronikos. It is the same copyist with whom
Gamillscheg 1978, 240-242 dealt. Gamillscheg found his handwriting in Andronikos’ (and hence
Valla’s) Mutin. a P.5.19 (= fol. 200rv) and in the supplementary section of Andronikos’ (and
Valla’s) Mutin. o V.7.1 (= fol. 80v—-86r, 87r-104v). To this evidence we can now add Valla’s
<Mutin. a T.9.11> (= second unit), and <Mutin. a V.7.13>. The possibility that also this anonymous
scribe may have been in contact with Valla should therefore be explored.
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sum up the corpus of manuscript evidence so far attributed to the Anonymus’ hand

(Table 3.6).

Table 3.6: The manuscripts of the Anonymus 38 Harlfinger. Overview.

Manuscript Collection References
Neap. 111.D.29 Ermolao Barbaro Harlfinger 1971
(fols 1r-24v)
Neap. 111.D.35 Ermolao Barbaro Harlfinger 1971
(fols 1r-73r)
Neap. lll.E.12 Ermolao Barbaro Orlandi apud Martinelli Tempesta 2019
Mutin. a K.3.31 Ermolao Barbaro Orlandi apud Martinelli Tempesta 2019

(fols 7r-36v)

Mutin. a P.5.18 Giorgio Valla Martinelli Tempesta apud
(fols 1r-40v) Giacomelli 2019

Marc. gr. Z. 286 Bessarion Giacomelli 2019
(marginalia)

<Mutin. a T.9.11> Giorgio Valla Orlandi, here

(fols 1r-56r)

3.5.2 On the trail of Pico’s collection

It is known that a couple of years after Pico’s premature death in 1498 his library
merged with that of Cardinal Domenico Grimani (1461-1523).%® According to the
will, after Grimani’s death, the Greek books (together with many Hebrew, Arme-
nian and Arabic ones) were transferred to the monastery of Sant’Antonio di Ca-
stello, where they were kept for the following decades. An unspecified amount of
Grimani’s manuscripts did not perish in the tremendous fire which destroyed the
monastery’s library in 1687. However, by the date of the fire — which occurred

98 For a current account on the subject, including previous bibliographical references, see Tura
2009. There exists a copy of Grimani’s inventory, contained in the manuscript Vat. lat. 3960,
whose contents have been edited in Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003; see also Tura 2009, 421.
For Pico’s Greek codices, one may refer to Jackson 1999b, Jackson 2004, and Jackson 2008.

99 From among the books which were not lost, there are those kept today in the Biblioteca Ar-
civescovile in Udine; see Tura 2009, 414-415 (with further bibliography).
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more than one and a half centuries after Domenico Grimani’s death — a consid-
erable part of the collection had already been dispersed elsewhere, due to private
purchases. This is the main reason why many Greek books referred to as ‘Pico-
Grimani’ are found today in several libraries across Europe, including Vienna and
Paris. Among the main buyers there were Janos Zsamboki (1531-1584, also known
under his latinized name ‘lohannes Sambucus’)!®® and the brothers Jean Hurault
de Boistaillé (11572) and André Hurault de Maisse (1534-1607).1%

A note indicating the provenance from Jean Hurault’s collection can still be
read on fol. 3v of Par. gr. 3011, a fourteenth-century witness to Lucian of Samosata
restored by Andronikos Kallistos.!°> This manuscript corresponds to the entry no.
250 in Grimani’s inventory'® and comes with certainty from Pico’s collection (no.
933).1 One can trace it back without doubt to Andronikos’ personal collection by
means of the indication ‘Luciani orationes’ (fol. Vr) in the hand of Bonaccorso
Pisano, which is, as said, related to the time of the sale in Milan.®®

André Hurault’s name is linked to Par. Mazarine 4453 (nos and 203 and 223
in Grimani’s list),’ a codex containing Synesius’ works, mainly in the hand of
Demetrios Triklinios;'" likewise, it is also recorded in Pico’s inventory (no. 203).1°
In this case, Andronikos’ hand has been correctly identified with that of the scribe
applying a marginal note at page 153;'” one should ascribe to Kallistos, though,
a larger number of marginal and interlinear annotations (see <pages 139, 143-
158>) as well as the retracing of many lines which are close to the outer margin
and whose ink had almost completely faded.

Kallistos’ hand is visible at fols 38r—59v (Galen, Ars medica)"° of today’s Par.
gr. 1644, a multiple-text-manuscript. In more detail, this is a non-homogeneous

100 See Jackson 1999hb.

101 See Jackson 2004 and de Conihout 2007.

102 Jackson 2004, 232. The note, as observed by Jackson, stands above the erased one by Do-
menico Grimani. The presence of Andronikos’ hand in this manuscript was reported for the first
time in RGK II 25.

103 See Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 147, Jackson 2004, 232 and Jackson 2008, 165.

104 Kibre 1936, 244; Jackson 2004, 232.

105 See supra, § 3.2.

106 See Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 141, 144 and Jackson 2008, 167.

107 See RGK 11 136.

108 Kibre 1936, 148; see also Forstel 1998. After André Hurault de Maisse, the book was owned
by André de Berziau (1620-1696) and, before its arrival at the Bibliothéque Mazarine, it was pre-
served at the Institution de ’Oratoire; see de Conihout 2007.

109 Identification in RGK II 25. The manuscript is provided with a pagination instead of a folia-
tion.

110 Identification in RGK II 25.
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composite manuscript consisting of four codicological units: I = fols 1-23 (Xen.,
Resp. Lac., [Ath. Resp.]); 11 = fols 2427 (Plot., Enn. 1 2-4 [des. mut.]); III = fols 28—
37 (Hermog., Id. [inc. mut.], Meth. [des. mut.]); IV = fols 38-I’ (Gal., Ars medica).
These units are different from one another, and have been put together in more
recent times, probably after their arrival at the royal library in Fontainebleu (from
Colbert’s library). They recur in various separate and non-consecutive entries in
the Grimani inventory,™ and it is very likely that they all come from Pico’s li-
brary.'? The only unit which has to be linked back to Kallistos’ activity and book
collection corresponds to the entry no. 92 in the Grimani list (‘Ars parva Galeni’).
This unit is made of fols 38-I" (= two quiniones plus one binio currently missing
the last leaf, yet without loss of text), which were probably transcribed in Flor-
ence'B between 1471-1474.

A codex which was once certainly included in cardinal Grimani’s collection
(perhaps coming from Pico’s) is kept today in Vienna: Hist. gr. 78 (= no. 72 Gri-
mani, part II)." As Donald F. Jackson has shown, this book was part of a batch
which Sambucus bought in Venice around 1550.

Although there is so far no evidence for it, the inclusion in the Pico-Grimani
collection could be assumed also for two other manuscripts of Kallistos’ likewise
bought by Sambucus and now preserved in Vienna: Theol. gr. 163 and Suppl. gr.
23." The presence of the Theologicus in Venice during the sixteenth century is
proved by the fact that it was at a certain point in the hands of Andreas Darmar-
ios; it was to be purchased a little later by Sambucus, who was, as aforemen-
tioned, the main private purchaser of the Pico-Grimani books stored at Sant’An-
tonio di Castello.

3.5.3 The case of Berol. Hamilton 270

It is not easy to take a stance on whether the manuscript Berol. Hamilton 270
(early thirteenth century), i.e. the key witness of the textual tradition of Galen’s

111 See Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 124, 137-138, 147, 149 and Jackson 2008, 166-168.
112 As far as I know, it has not been noticed that the four codicological units (containing, in
order, Xenophon, Plotinus, Hermogenes and Galen) may correspond to the following entries in
the inventory of Pico’s books edited by Kibre 1936: nos 751, 989, 1604, 454.

113 See supra, §2.3.2.3.

114 See Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 120-121, Jackson 1999b, 4 and Jackson 2008, 165. A
detailed description is found in Hunger 1961, 85-86.

115 See Hunger, Kresten and Hannick 1984, 251-253 and Hunger and Hannick 1994, 46-49.



Other dispersal routes: Exploring Barbaro’s, Pico’s, and Grimani’s collection —— 161

work De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, belonged to Kallistos’ collection.! In the
Berolinensis, now badly damaged and devoid of the original guard leaves, one
finds three marginal annotations applied by the hand of <Andronikos> (Fig. 3.7)
at fols <31r, 52v and 73v>.""

Fig. 3.7: Hamilton 270, fol. 31r; © Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin.

The content of such notes is unfortunately not of great help in definitively estab-
lishing whether the Berolinensis belonged to Kallistos’ library."®* However, two
interesting clues of historical and cultural nature could point to the inclusion of
the book in the collection. First of all, we shall mention that the Hamilton 270
circulated in Bessarion’s milieu in the 1460s: Georgios Tzangaropoulos made a
copy of it around the years 1468-1471 for Bessarion, i.e. Marc. gr. Z. 284; likewise,
Theodoros Gazes benefited from the consultation of Hamilton 270 to collect some
excerpts from Galen’s works in his notebook, i.e. Par. gr. 2283." Secondly, it
should be noted that the manuscript was kept in the Venetian monastery of San

116 For this work refer to De Lacy 1978, 5-6, 12-18.

117 Dieter Harlfinger, whom I warmly thank for the communication, is credited with this iden-
tification, which until now had remained unpublished.

118 In the margin of fol. 31r (= De plac. Hipp. et Plat. 111 2,18: CMG V 4,1,2, p. 182,21-27) Androni-
kos wrote 6pa 6Tt Votepog IAovtdpyov FaAnvog, thus remarking that Galen lived at a later time
than Plutarch. At fol. 52v (= De plac. Hipp. et Plat. V 5,32: CMG V 4,1,2, p. 324,2-9) Kallistos added
the notabile kvovpévwy, in order to highlight a passage about the shaping of unborn children in
the womb and about their rearing and training after birth, according to Plato. This is the aim of
the notabile xvovpevov at fol. 73v too (= De plac. Hipp. et Plat. V1 6,33: CMG V 4,1,2, p. 400,31-
36), where the same topic is presented, though, in the opinion of the philosopher Erasistratus.
119 See De Lacy 1978, 26-30. For the attribution of the Paris manuscript to Gazes and further
considerations on this interesting notebook see Orlandi 2015. For the codex Marc. gr. Z. 284 (in
which Bessarion is appointed with the title cardinalis Sabinensis et Niceni) see Mioni 1981, 407—
408.
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Michele di Murano,'® where other volumes from Barbaro’s and Pico della Miran-
dola’s collection were also kept for some time (via Grimani).”” This element may
not be irrelevant in view of what has been previously said on the passage of some
of the books from Andronikos’ library to Pico della Mirandola and on their con-
sultation by Ermolao himself.'

3.6 In and out of the collection

As mentioned in the previous chapters, the distinction between the books which
most certainly belonged to Andronikos’ collection and those which he merely an-
notated, restored, consulted or copied at the behest of others certainly falls
among the desiderata of comprehensive research on Kallistos’ graphic and schol-
arly activity. I discuss in this chapter the case of some of the manuscripts which
left his private collection at an early stage, that is, before the Milan sale. As for
other books, it still remains difficult to to determine with any certainty their in-
clusion in Kallistos’ library.

3.6.1 Manuscripts parting from the collection before the Milan sale

3.6.1.1 To Bessarion or members of his entourage (1453-1471)
Since they were copied for Cardinal Bessarion, most of the manuscripts now kept
at the Biblioteca Nazionale Marciana, in which Andronikos’ hand is found, were
not part of his collection: these are Marc. gr. Z. 10, 186, 190, 192, 198, 223, 226, 238,
337, 518, 522, 527. However, Marc. gr. Z. 374 deserves a separate discussion.
Marc. gr. Z. 374 is a witness to the historical work of Diodorus Siculus, which
we traced back to the ‘Byzantine’ activity of Kallistos thanks to philological evi-
dence and the results of the codicological and palaeographic analysis.'”
Since the book was made in the East (in Crete) an explanation must be found
for its inclusion in the cardinal’s private collection. I would rule out the hypoth-
esis of a copy commissioned from afar, since this would imply the existence of a

120 See De Lacy 1978, 12. However, the codex was absent from the list published in Mioni 1958.
121 For details of this issue, see Mioni 1958, 318.

122 See supra. For news on the library of the Barbaros see Diller 1963 and, in more recent times,
Rollo 2004b and Vendruscolo 2020.

123 See supra, § 2.1.1.
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connection between the Cardinal and Andronikos in the early 1450s for the pro-
duction of manuscripts to be sent to Italy from Crete. Moreover, one has to con-
sider that it would be the only instance of a copy executed for Bessarion from afar
by Kallistos before his arrival in Italy. This perspective seems thus unconvincing.
By broadening the horizons and turning our gaze to the Cardinal’s private collec-
tion, it may be possible to find a better answer to the question. In the end, Marc.
gr. Z. 374 is the only copy of Diodorus’ Bibliotheca Historica present in Bessarion’s
collection containing books I-V of the work.”* It is not improbable therefore to
assume that Andronikos gave this volume to his powerful protector upon his ar-
rival in Italy in the 1450s.

This hypothesis becomes more convincing when compared with the similar
case of a book, which left Andronikos’ collection and ended up in the hands of
another member of Bessarion’s milieu: Erlang. A 4. Some ten years after they were
made, the independent sections of the Erlangensis in the hand of Kallistos — da-
ting back, as mentioned,'” from his ‘Byzantine’ years — were bound together with
other quires in the hand of the monk Kosmas to be donated to Johannes Miiller
(known as Iohannes Regiomontanus). A scholar from Konigsberg, Miiller was
mostly interested in natural sciences and was bound in friendship to Cardinal
Bessarion.

3.6.1.2 To Laskaris, Chalkondyles, and Poliziano (after 1471)

Doubts as to whether or not they belong to Andronikos’ collection remain con-
cerning some manuscripts that have one factor in common: the link with the city
of Florence and with personalities who, in a certain sense, inherited Kallistos’
cultural legacy after his departure.

We can start with some certain data. One manuscript that was certainly part
of Andronikos’ precious library was the famous Aristotle Par. gr. 2038, a book that
has already been cited several times in the course of this study. What is of interest
here is the presence of annotations — long since identified — in the hand of lanos
Laskaris, who became the owner of the manuscript at some point in its history.

124 Marc. gr. Z. 375, dating back to the eleventh century, contains only books XI-XV; Marc. gr.
Z.376, copied in the first half of the fifteenth century, contains books XV-XX; excerpts by Plethon
are found in Marc. gr. Z. 406 (fols 94r-114v); an epitome by the Bessarion himself is in Marc. gr.
Z. 523 (fols 139r-165v); finally, one finds only the so-called Epitaphius Alexandri in the manu-
scripts Marc. gr. Z. 369 (fol. 190r) and Marc. gr. Z. 511 (fols 397v-398r). For all these manuscripts
see respectively: Mioni 1985a, 133-134, 157-159, 396—398, 129-130, and 367-368.

125 See supra, §2.1.1.
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This fact allows us to hypothesise that the manuscript remained in Florence
at the end of Andronikos’ stay. In fact, no annotations can be found in the hands
of learned men dealing with the other recognised channels of dispersal of the col-
lection after the sale (e.g. Bonaccorso da Pisa, Giorgio Valla, Baldassar Miglia-
vacca).

In all likelihood, Par. gr. 2715 (= Kallistos’ ‘edition’ of Aristophanes’ come-
dies) was part of the Andronikos’ library.'” This Parisinus may also have left the
collection in Florence. In the margins there are some annotations — whose pres-
ence had so far gone unnoticed — in the hand of <Ianos Laskaris> (Fig. 3.8).

Fig. 3.8: Par. gr. 2715, fol. 138r; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

It is also possible that the manuscript Comensis 1.3.19 remained in Florence. It is
a witness to Philostratus’ works in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos and Michael
Lygizos. In both codicological units of which the book is made, I found annota-
tions in the hand of <Demetrios Chalkondyles> (fols 41r, 149v, 1571, 179r). Inter-
estingly, Chalkondyles made a copy of Philostratus’ text from this manuscript.””

Another manuscript dated to the fourteenth century and restored in some of
its parts by Andronikos, Cremon. 130, ended up in the first quarter of the six-
teenth century in the collection of Daniele Gaetani (1465-1528), who — as is well
known — had in turn acquired a batch of manuscripts previously owned by
Chalkondyles."”® Since for chronological reasons Gaetani cannot have received
the book directly from Kallistos, it is therefore possible to assume that the se-
quence of owners between the fifteenth and the sixteenth century is the follow-
ing: Kallistos - Chalkondyles - Gaetani.

126 See supra, §2.3.2.2.
127 It is Comensis 1.4.41; see Stefec 2010a, 71, 75-76, 80-81, 86 and Stefec 2014, 154-156.
128 See Martinelli Tempesta 2015a, 333-336.
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Finally, mention should also be made of the manuscript Laur. 85.21, the most
ancient witness (twelfth—thirteenth century) of Simplicius’ commentary on Aris-
totle’s De anima, restored at fols 210r-224v by Andronikos Kallistos.”” David
Speranzi is credited with the identification of Kallistos’ hand; he also found an-
notations in the hand of Angelo Poliziano. The presence of both the hand of the
master and that of the pupil leads — as Speranzi noted — to the hypothesis that
the manuscript may have belonged to one of the two. If the book belonged to
Poliziano, Andronikos may have restored it at Poliziano’s request. If, on the other
hand, it belonged to Kallistos, it would be reasonable to think that, instead of
travelling with him to Milan, the manuscript remained in Florence as the result
of a donation Kallistos might have made to his talented pupil in the 1470s. A not
insignificant clue leads to this second hypothesis; for a copy of the Laurentianus
had been realized in the 1460s at Bessarion’s residence: the second unit of Marc.
gr. Z. 413, in the hand of Georgios Tribizias. This would suggest that Laur. 85.21
already belonged to Andronikos. As already seen in other cases, Kallistos may
have made a book of his collection available to his prominent benefactor in order
to produce a copy.

3.6.2 Lost manuscripts and lost quires

As will become clearer from the examination of two case studies presented in
Chapter 5, it is possible to reconstruct the presence in Andronikos’ library of a
manuscript containing Theocritus’ Idylls corresponding to his study and working
copy. This copy also served as the basis for the editio princeps (1480/1481) pre-
pared in Milan by Bonaccorso da Pisa who — as seen — had taken over Kallistos’
collection together with Gian Francesco Della Torre. As in the case of numerous
lost manuscripts used as Druckvorlage (e.g. in Venice in Aldo Manuzio’s printing
house), it is possible that Kallistos’ manuscript of Theocritus was destroyed after
the preparation of the first printed edition.

In the case of manuscripts that are still preserved, if the loss of the quires
affects the middle sections of a volume, it is not difficult to recognise the amount
of text which is no longer available.” However, certain cases may be more prob-
lematic.

129 See Speranzi 2016b, 59-64.

130 See supra, §2.1.3.

131 For instance, this is the case in the manuscript Mutin. a Q.5.20, where part of the text (scho-
lia to Sophocles’ tragedies) was lost due to the loss of most of the second and the third quire; see
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The quire numeration of the current manuscript Oxon. d’Orville 115 (Eust. in
Dion. Per.) starts with number 21’ and ends with ‘32’ (ka'—Ap’, in the hand of Kal-
listos). We cannot say what the previous twenty quires contained. On the one
hand, one might think that the lost part hosted the beginning of the work, which
is actually missing.””” However, an easy calculation shows that the missing por-
tion would have occupied at most one quire. Moreover, given the existence of
other witnesses to the work characterised by the same loss of text (such as Scor.
R.L6, a sibling to the Oxoniensis),™ it is likely that — as far as the work of Eu-
stathios is concerned — nothing got lost, and that the quires <a’'—«’> formerly con-
tained other texts.

With regard to the manuscript Vind. Hist. gr. 78 (= Plethon’s excerpts from
Diodorus, Appian, and Aelian), where the numeration nowadays starts at ‘10’ (1)
and ends at ‘21’ (ka"), we can state exactly what the missing nine quires contained
at the time of their inclusion in Kallistos’ collection. As observed by Herbert Hun-
ger (‘heute fehlender Text!’), one finds at fol. IIv the indication ‘Bessarion et
alia’, thus informing us that some of Bessarion’s works were also present in the
volume. A closer inspection of fol. IIIr provides us with a more detailed account
of the contents. In the first nine quires there were some of Bessarion’s questions
(nmpata) addressed to Plethon, along with the latter’s reply; moreover, the
missing quires contained works by Plethon himself (Contra Scholarii in defen-
sionem Aristotelis, De differentiis, and de virtutibus) and a mysterious &mt&@Log
A6yog. This reconstruction is also confirmed by the entry in Grimani’s inventory
(no. 72), giving account of the current missing parts: ‘Pleton de iis quibus Aristo-
teles differt a Platone | Idem contra responsiones Scholarii. Idem de virtute | Ei-
usdem sermo Epitaphii. Eiusdem fragmentum libri de republica’.’® But that is not
all. Thanks to the index and the catalogue entry, we also discover that the original
manuscript contained other materials beyond the current quire no. 21. In these
sections some ‘platonica {ntApata dképala’ were found (referred to as ‘Platoni-
cae quaestiones sine principio’ in the Grimani list), the pseudo-Aristotelian trea-
tise De lineis insecabilibus (this entry is omitted in the inventory) and a work reg-
istered (only in the Grimani list) as ‘Atticus de differentiis Aristotelis, et Platonis,
et Mosis’.

Tessier 2015b, 196. The same applies to Lips. gr. 34+33. This is a volume today split into two parts
lacking the original quire nine (<6'>), which contained the follow-up to Theocr. Idylls 8,68.

132 Seeinfra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 32).

133 See supra, §2.1.2.

134 See Hunger 1961, 85-86.

135 See Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 120-121.
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3.6.3 Manuscripts never joining the collection

A special (and in its own way already famous) case is that of two books that, ac-
cording to the testamentary will of Theodoros Gazes, should have ended up with
his cousin Andronikos. These are the two manuscripts containing Strabo’s Geog-
raphy.

In a fundamental contribution to the investigation of the manuscripts that
belonged to Gazes’ collection and the structural characteristics of his Greek writ-
ing, David Speranzi explored the history of the volumes of the Geography, achiev-
ing the identification of the two books mentioned in the will, i.e. Laur. 28.5 and
28.15.¢ Due to Andronikos’ departure from Italy before March 1476, the manu-
scripts never reached his collection (which had already been sold in Milan in the
meantime); they finally ended up in that of Chalkondyles.

3.7 The posthumous fortune of the collection: Translations
and printed editions

In this final section, we report on some tangible signs of the posthumous fortune
of the books which were part of Andronikos’ collection. A first case is the use of
Kallistos’ manuscripts as the basis for some Latin versions.

Giorgio Valla translated the Problemata attributed to Aristoteles and/or Ale-
xander of Aphrodisias from Mutin. a V.7.17, apparently integrating some pas-
sages from another source, i.e. Kallistos’ Mutin. a P.5.20.”” The Latin translation
by Valla of Plutarch’s Quaestiones naturales is likewise based on the text trans-
mitted by Mutin. a V.7.17.”® Accordingly, the Greek text of the aforementioned
Mutin. a P.5.20 was used by Valla for the translation of Galen’s De sectis.” This
very manuscript served for Valla’s (and, partly, Niccold Leoniceno’s) translation
of Galen’s De inaequali intemperie."® Likewise, the Latin translation of Aristotle’s
Poetica by Valla stems from the Greek text found in Mutin. a T.8.3."' In order to

136 See Speranzi 2012, 346-348. Before the publication of the findings by Speranzi, one of the
volumes mentioned in the will had been identified with the manuscript Etonensis 141 (see Diller
1975, 117, 147). New data about manuscripts from Gazes’ will is in Orlandi 2021b.

137 See Kapetanaki and Sharples 2006, 47.

138 See leraci Bio 2021.

139 See Garcia Novo 2010, 92. In all likelihood, the Latin translation of the treatises De optima
nostri corporis constitutione and De bono habitu also originates from this manuscript.

140 See Garcia Novo 2004, 188-189 and Garcia Novo 2010.

141 See Taran and Gutas 2012, 45.
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enrich the monumental treatise De expetendis et fugiendis rebus, Valla was also
to make use of certain portions of the text of Nikephoros Blemmydes handed
down in Kallistos’ Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71;'*? the enormous encyclopaedic
work went on to be printed by Aldo Manuzio shortly after Valla’s death.'

Another sign of the impact of manuscripts previously belonging to Androni-
kos’ collection is their deployment as models for the first printed editions of se-
lected classical authors. The editio princeps (1480/1481) of Theocritus’ Idylis pre-
pared in Milan by Bonaccorso Pisano, who — as mentioned above — had taken
over Kallistos’ collection jointly with Gian Francesco Della Torre, was drawn from
a now lost manuscript.”* However, it is especially in the context of the typogra-
phy established by Aldo Manuzio that one finds more frequent cases of works
whose model proved to be a manuscript belonging to Kallistos (or a copy of it).
For the fourth volume of Aristotle’s Opera omnia (published by Aldo in June 1497)
we know that the Druckvorlage of Theophrastus’ botanical works (printed to-
gether with Aristotle’s treatises) is Harv. gr. 17. This is a direct copy of Androni-
kos’ Par. gr. 2069, which was made available to Aldo by Niccolo Leoniceno. The
printed edition containing Aristotle’s Rhetorica, Rhetorica ad Alexandrum, and
Poetica was modelled on Kallistos’ Par. gr. 2038."¢ As a partial source and Korrek-
tivexemplar for the text of Aristotle’s Historia animalium, Aldo used another book
of Andronikos’, later owned by Baldassar Migliavacca: Ambr. I 56 sup.'”” Finally,
the printed text of Aratus’ Phaenomena (along with the scholia) descends from
Andronikos’ Mutin. a T.9.14, a manuscript with plenty of annotations in the hand
of Giorgio Valla.*®

142 See Valente 2021, 42.

143 For the structure and the sources of the work, see Magnani 2021.

144 See more infra, § 5.3.1.

145 See Sicherl 1997, 65-71 and, more recently, Cronier 2020, 200-201. A review of Leoniceno’s
books used by Aldo and a study revealing the identity of one of the main collaborators of
Manuzio, the so-called Anonymus Harvardianus, can be found in Orlandi 2022b (forthcoming).
146 See Sicherl 1997, 314-319.

147 See Sicherl 1997, 43-46, Berger 2005. Some remarks are in Orlandi 2022b (forthcoming).
148 See Martin 1974, XI-XIII and Pontani and Lugato 2017, 284-285.



4 Writing and Learning Greek at the School of
Andronikos Kallistos

4.1 Graphic mimetism: Preliminary remarks

Research on the phaenomenon of so-called ‘graphic mimetism’ during the fif-
teenth century represents one of the most prolific lines of investigation in the field
of Greek palaeography. A pioneering role has been played by the contributions of
Ernesto Berti' and Antonio Rollo,? who explained the characteristics of the ‘mi-
metic’ rendering of the writings of the Byzantine masters by their respective stu-
dents, i.e. fifteenth-century Italian humanists. It is worth remembering that the
imitation of the masters’ writing was the natural outcome of graphic learning
within the school. By learning to write in Greek in adulthood, pupils could merely
reproduce in their manuscripts the graphic model proposed by the master. Rarer
are the cases of humanists (such as Filelfo and Guarino) capable of developing
their own graphic system, characterised by elements of strong personalisation.?

A different aspect of graphic mimesis, unrelated to the school context, is that
which Antonio Rollo proposed to define ‘antiquarian’ mimesis: it is a mimetic
phenomenon aimed at enhancing the graphic product through the adoption of
forms that are not current, but older by a few centuries; this process gives the
writing an archaising aspect and to some extent amplifies the authority of the
copied text.*

While researching the scholarly and scribal activity of Andronikos Kallistos,
who was — as repeatedly mentioned — a successful teacher in several Italian cit-
ies, numerous testimonies of ‘mimetic’ writings emerged; precisely on the basis
of the principle of ‘graphic mimetism’ it was possible to attribute these writings
(the work of little-known or completely anonymous persons) to the school of Kal-
listos. I have given an account of some of these writings in contributions I pub-
lished in recent years.’ I therefore aim here, on the one hand, to take up only the
essential issues of already published research, referring to the individual contri-
butions for details. Furthermore, I present here for the first time new writings that
have so far not been associated with Andronikos’ teaching career.

1 See Berti 1987.

2 See Rollo 2006h.

3 With regard to the school of Kallistos, this is the case with his most talented student, i.e. An-
gelo Poliziano, whose Greek writing will therefore be analysed in a future paper.

4 See Rollo 2018, 94.

5 See Orlandi 2014a, Orlandi 2014b, Orlandi 2019a, and Orlandi 2020c.

@ Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-004
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4.1.1 Baldassar Migliavacca

The writing that has most frequently emerged in the study of the cultural milieu
centred on the figure of Kallistos is that of Baldassar Migliavacca (t c. 1524), a
minor humanist from Pavia, until recently known only for the presence of his ex-
libris in a small group of Greek manuscripts.® Among the students of Andronikos
who have come to light so far, Migliavacca was the one who best succeeded in
perfectly reproducing the graphic system taught by his master. This is the reason
why, in some manuscripts from Kallistos’ library, traces of Migliavacca’s hand-
writing (an example below, Fig. 4.1) have ended up being confused with those of
his master.

Fig. 4.1: Par. gr. 1879, fol. 191v; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

Leaving aside the details already provided elsewhere, we only mention here a
number of forms and ligatures that we will find later when analysing other writ-
ings of Kallistos’ pupils: 1. bilobular beta, provided with tiny bows; 2. the charac-
teristic Fahnen-Tau; 3. diphthong epsilon-iota often in ligature with circumflex
accent; 4. the right-hand section of the lambda, which forms a big hook below
the line.

As mentioned in the previous chapter, the discovery of Migliavacca’s hand in
numerous Andronikos-related manuscripts has shed light on some obscure as-
pects of the history of the dispersion of Kallistos’ collection.

Among the manuscripts already related to Migliavacca’s work, at least one
case of imitation of ancient forms and ligatures had already emerged in the past:
the Aristotle Cantabr. [i.V.44 (thirteenth century).” In this ancient manuscript,
Migliavacca had carried out an impressive codicological and textual restoration,
by inserting a few leaves in his own hand in order to supplement portions of the

6 I collected reproductions of all the extant Greek-Latin ex-libris in the hand of Migliavacca in
Orlandi 2014b, plates VI and XVIIIe.
7 See Orlandi 2014b, 173-175 and plate XX.
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text that had been lost. In the frame of a handwriting necessarily influenced by
that of Kallistos, Migliavacca had on that occasion incorporated some of the char-
acteristic traits of the style of the famous copyist Nikolaos,®i.e. a handwriting da-
ting back more than two centuries.

I recently came across a new case of antiquarian mimesis, in which
Migliavacca is once again a protagonist. It concerns the manuscript Vat. Chis.
R.VIIL.58, an ancient witness to Proclus’ Commentary on Plato’s Timaeus dated to
the twelfth century. Paola Megna has devoted a detailed study to this important
manuscript.® A new element can be added. The author of the restoration and in-
sertion of fols 232-233, 235-236 is none other than <Baldassar Migliavacca> (Fig.
4.2).

Fig. 4.2: Chis. R.VIII.58, fol. 235r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

On the one hand, we can immediately recognize the main features of
Migliavacca’s writing, i.e. that repertoire of forms (e.g. bilobular beta, the ligature
epsilon-iota + circumflex accent) derived from Kallistos’ graphic system and thus
envisaged in the phaenomenon of school graphic mimetism. On the other hand,
we can note that these standard forms are accompanied by others attempting to
accurately reproduce the twelfth-century writing of the original manuscript. We
can highlight here some of these innovations unrelated to Andronikos’ graphic
system: the abbreviation of kai in the form of a snail; beta, delta, and zeta in a
majuscule shape. This discovery is meaningful for another aspect as well. For the
Chisianus belonged to Marsilio Ficino, as already noted by Megna; this estab-
lishes an interesting connection between Migliavacca and the city of Florence,
which will have to be explored further in the future.

8 RGK 1327 =11 445 =111 525.
9 See Megna 2003.
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4.1.2 The scribe B of the manuscript Berolinensis gr. qu. 73

In a recent paper,’® I presented the manuscript Berol. gr. qu. 73 (Porphyry, Intr.;
Arist., De int., Cat.), today kept in Krakow (Biblioteka Jagiellofiska). It is a parch-
ment volume in which Kallistos was responsible for the copy of fols 1r-23r (up to
Arist., Cat. 8b 35 Bekker). On the verso of folio 23, however, another hand appears
(Fig. 4.3), which took up the transcription of the text of the Categories and com-
pleted the work.

Fig. 4.3: Berol. gr. qu. 73, fol. 23v; © Biblioteka Jagiellofiska.

Bearing in mind the principle of graphic mimetism, palaeographic analysis has
made it possible to recognize in this anonymous copyist a (hitherto unknown)
pupil of Andronikos. The derivation of the features of the pupil’s handwriting
from Kallistos’ is evident; the main forms we have drawn attention to in these
pages recur again, such as the bilobular beta, the Fahnen-Tau and the cursive
majuscule lambda. However, the hatching characterising the writing of this
anonymous pupil does not appear as fluid as in the case of Migliavacca’s; the
letters here take on a more square and angular appearance.

In the course of research, it was possible to argue that this anonymous pupil
of Andronikos was also the addressee of the copy.™ It is not yet known exactly
when the Berolinesis was made, but it can be dated to the mid-1460s.

An interesting aspect of the matter, however, concerns the stemmatic deriva-
tion of this manuscript. For the text of the Categoriae the Berolinensis descends
recta via from Vat. gr. 1314, i.e. from Kallistos’ personal copy. Up to this point, it
would appear to be simply a customary condition, according to which a book

10 See Orlandi 2020c, 458-463.
11 Future owners of the manuscript were to be Petros Hypselas (RGK 1349 = I1 478 = I11 558) and
a certain Lorenzo Bartolino (see Orlandi 2020c, 463 n. 27).
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from the master’s collection was made available to a student to have it copied.
However, a closer philological examination® revealed that Berol. gr. qu. 73 is an
apograph of Vat. gr. 1314 only up to 8b 35 Bekker, i.e. up to the point where An-
dronikos himself was responsible for the copying (= fol. 23r). From fol. 23v on-
wards a different model was therefore used. One possible explanation for this
phaenomenon is that the transcription could not be completed due to the sudden
departure of Andronikos (and his book, Vat. gr. 1314). Hopefully future investiga-
tions will shed light on the matter and reveal the identity of the pupil.

4.1.3 Anonymus 51 Harlfinger

Research into Kallistos’ cultural environment has also recently uncovered a large
part of a book collection that belonged to one of his mysterious pupils: the so-
called Anonymus 51 Harlfinger.® Two manuscripts were originally* associated
with this unknown copyist : Vat. gr. 2170 B and Vat. gr. 2201 (fols 51-149). It is to
Paul Canart’s intuition that we owe the primordial connection between the activ-
ity of this scribe and that of Andronikos Kallistos:

Scriptura textus [...] adfinitatem magnam cum modo scribendi Andronici Callisti praebet
[...] sed P. Canart sententia non de Andronico Callisto ipso sed de discipulo quodam eius
scriptura imitante agitur.”

Canart’s intuition was right: that of Anonymus 51 Harlfinger (Fig. 4.4) is undoubt-
edly a writing inspired both in its general layout and in most of its individual
traits by that of Kallistos.

12 See Orlandi 2020c, 460-463.

13 For the manuscripts belonging to his collection, refer to Orlandi 2020c, 463-481.
14 See Harlfinger 1971, 420.

15 Lilla 1985, 33-34.
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Fig. 4.4: Vat. gr. 2170 B, fol. 3v; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

The interaction between the manuscripts of the Anonymus and the didactic-phil-
ological activity of Kallistos has become evident. As many as 7 manuscripts
owned by the Anonymus were in fact corrected and/or annotated by Andronikos:
Ricc. 46 (Aristotle), Lond. Burney 109 (Pindar, Theocritus), Monac. gr. 332 (Aris-
totle), Par. gr. 2772 (miscellany), Vat. gr. 2189 (Aristotle), Vat. gr. 2201 (Aristotle),
Vat. gr. 2207 (Demosthenes). And the presence in these manuscripts of authors
who are crucial within the cultural landscape and cursus studiorum offered by
Kallistos is certainly not incidental.

Cross examination of all the palaeographic, historical, philological, and co-
dicological data available on the 16 manuscripts bearing the handwriting of the
Anonymus (mostly responsible for additions in the margins) offered clear clues as
to the date and place of his activity. Most of the manuscripts in which the Anony-
mus appears (either in the text or in the margins) were produced in Florence,
around the 1470s. Others, such as the famous Aristotle Ricc. 46, were restored
there. Still others come from collections kept in Florentine libraries (e.g. Cicero
Laur. 90 sup. 77.1). Finally, most of the manuscripts that belonged to the Anony-
mus flowed into the conspicuous collection of the Salviati family, most of which
is now preserved in the Vatican Library (but not exclusively there).!®

Finally, I provide here a concise list of all manuscripts that have so far been
traced back to Anonymus 51’s library on the basis of historical, bibliological, and
palaeographic data: Laur. 90 sup. 77.1; Ricc. 46; Lond. Burney 109; Monac. gr.
332; Par. Coislin 155; Par. gr. 2772; Vat. gr. 2170 B, 2181, 2186, 2189, 2191, 2201, 2205,
2207, 2222, 2250.

16 Thanks to the research by Cardinali 2020a, 468, 471, 473 n. 216, 476, 489 — the results of
which I had not been able to read at the time of the publication of my study (Orlandi 2020c) —
we now know that Par. Coislin 155 and Monac. gr. 332 (in which I had likewise found annotations
of Anonymus 51) also belonged to the collection of Cardinal Giovanni Salviati.
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4.1.4 Giovambattista Buoninsegni

Among the pupils of Andronikos’ Florentine courses appears Giovambattista
Buoninsegni (1453—post 1512),"7 who was still a young boy at the time of Kallistos’
teaching. Evidence for Buoninsegni’s participation in Andronikos’ courses are
two verses from Poliziano’s well-known elegy composed for Bartolomeo Fonzio,
in which Buoninsegni is mentioned as a fellow student.’ A very recent contribu-
tion" has brought to light three Greek epigrams Buoninsegni composed to honour
the memory of Theodoros Gazes, who died in 1476. These poems, as Paola Megna
has well illustrated, represent a further significant record of the interest in poetry
fostered by Kallistos in Florence which had a noticeable influence on the literary
production of all his students.

One of the many insights of Megna’s work is bringing attention to hitherto
neglected graphic evidence. She published a specimen of Buoninsegni’s Greek
writing.? It is a quotation from Demosthenes — Olynth. 2,12: kai ydp ©G Tapd
Anpogbével, ‘Grag Adyog, v GTf] T& TIPAYHATX HATALOV TL @aiveTaL Kai Kevov’ (‘In-
deed, as said by Demothenes, “if unaccompanied by deeds, each word appears
vain and empty”’) — included in a letter sent by Buoninsegni to Niccold Miche-
lozzi.

Although limited to a few lines, this evidence is of considerable importance.
In addition to confirming the circulation and reading of one of the authors (De-
mosthenes) chosen by Kallistos in Florence for the cursus studiorum of his stu-
dents, it allows us a glimpse into the graphic layout of Buoninsegni’s handwriting
at the time of the letter (i.e. February 1474). Below (Fig. 4.5) I reproduce only the
lines with the graeca:

17 A biographical account is found in Kristeller 1972.

18 Verses 205-206 (ed. Bausi 2003) read: nec minor egregia surgit virtute Ioannes Baptista, Etru-
sci gloria certa soli. About the friendship between Poliziano and Buoninsegni and the epigrams
by Poliziano in honor of Buoninsegni refer to Pontani 2002, 17-37.

19 See Megna 2021.

20 The letter is kept at the National Library of Florence; see Megna 2021, 303-304.
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Fig. 4.5: Ginori Conti 29.64, fol. 73r, lin. 11-15; © Biblioteca Nazionale Centrale di Firenze

As far as can be observed, one recognizes in these lines an evident influence of
Kallistos’ graphic model, both in the arrangement of the individual letters (like
the usual Fahnen-Tau, the uppercase high gamma, the final sigma closed and ter-
minating in a curl at the top), and in the rendering of the ligatures (alpha-rho,
hatched with the alpha placed in the line spacing, sigma-theta and epsilon-iota).

This specimen may form the basis for new identifications of Buoninsegni’s
hand in Latin and Greek manuscripts in the future. The new discoveries will in
turn help us understand the degree of knowledge of Greek mastered by this minor
humanist and his actual role in the cultural initiatives promoted by his contem-
poraries.

A first significant example can be attached here. As Megna recalls, we are
informed of the great esteem Marsilio Ficino had for Buoninsegni, described as
familiaris noster, vir apprime Latinis Graecisque litteris eruditus in a letter Ficino
sent to Alessandro Braccesi.? Ficino himself praises Buoninsegni’s collaboration
in revising the text in the preface to the edition of the Latin translation of Plato’s
works (1484). Now, in Laur. 85.9 — i.e., the famous Greek manuscript owned by
Ficino that served as the basis for the Latin text of his translation — we find mar-
ginal annotations in a hand that can finally be associated with the name of <Gio-
vambattista Buoninsegni> (see e.g. fols 195r and 202r [Fig. 4.6]).

Fig. 4.6: Laur. 85.9, fol. 202r; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

21 See Megna 2021.



Graphic mimetism: Preliminary remarks = 177

The marginalia in Plato Laur. 85.9 allow us to extend the graphic sample and con-
firm the adherence to Kallistos’ model (see, for example, the shape of the beta,
the open epsilon in the word endings, or the ligature of the double lambda). Be-
yond the purely graphic data, however, the discovery of Buoninsegni’s hand in
Ficino’s Greek manuscript enables one to observe from a privileged perspective
the efforts to correct and revise the Greek text prior to the production of the mon-
umental Latin version of Plato’s Dialogues.

4.1.5 On the trail of other pupils

4.1.5.1 John Free

In the first chapter of this book, I presented a letter sent by the English humanist
John Free (c. 1430-1465) to Ludovico Carbone (1430-1485).22 This epistle men-
tions Andronikos, who is about to travel to Ferrara to spend a short period of
study and teaching there. Free reveals that he knows Kallistos well and can vouch
not only for his intellectual merits, but also for his spiritual qualities. Free’s epis-
tle is preserved in the manuscript Oxon. Bodl. 587 in the form of an autograph
draft (Fig. 4.7).

Fig. 4.7: Oxon. Bodl. 587, fol. 159°r; © Bodleian Library.

22 See supra, §1.3.4.
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Despite the smallness of the sample analysed, we can observe that some features
of his handwriting clearly resemble that of Kallistos. From these elements we
might deduce that Free probably spent a period of discipleship under Androni-
kos, which included learning Greek writing.

4.1.5.2 Copying Gazes’ Grammar

In more than one instance Kallistos’ employment of Theodoros Gazes’ Grammar
during his Greek language courses in Bologna, Padua, Rome and Florence has
been previously mentioned.” In this regard, the explicit mention of Theodoros’
work in a letter addressed to Demetrios <Chalkondyles> is emblematic.* The text
of the Grammar was read and commented during the class as with other classical
authors, and represented a fundamental aid towards the memorisation of gram-
matical notions. Every student at Kallistos’ school must have owned a copy of this
handbook. In most cases the production of the copy was commissioned to profes-
sional scribes for a fee. It should not appear surprising, however, that some stu-
dents manufactured their own copies. This is the case with the manuscript Ott.
gr. 347, a copy of Gazes’ Grammatica executed by a ‘Kallistos-looking’ hand (see
Fig. 4.8).”

Fig. 4.8: Ott. gr. 347, fol. 74r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

23 See supra, § 1.4 and 2.3.1. We shall remember that Andronikos himself corrected the text of
the Grammar in the manuscripts Ott. gr. 52, Vat. gr. 13, and Neap. IL.D.9.

24 The text is re-edited and translated infra, Appendix 5.

25 There are no recent publications about this codex. For a catalogue entry, refer to Feron and
Battaglini 1893, 182.
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All of the main features of Andronikos’ handwriting appear here: the tall Fahnen-
Tau; the ligature epsilon-iota + circumflex accent (which is visible, for instance,
in the word 8¢l in the first line); the cursive majuscule lambda (as in the adverb
GAAwg, line 2); the bilobular beta (as at line 6, in the word BovAet). The degree of
imitation shown by this anonymous disciple is fairly good. There are, however,
some insecurities in the shaping of letters and the harmony of the strokes; one
notices at times the lack of a certain fluidity in the ductus. Moreover, the first fo-
lios of the manuscript (in particular fols 1r-13v lin. 14),* give a different impres-
sion when compared to the specimen reproduced above. In fact, in these first
leaves one comes across some elements which do not belong to Kallistos’ graphic
system: letter tau traced in two movements by means of two strokes (1); rho fin-
ishing in a wavy tail (2); the abbreviation for xai realised by means of a stroke
intersecting with the inferior right oblique trait (3). For the sake of clarity, these
are reproduced below:

These odd elements become rarer from fol. 13v lin. 14 onwards, appearing only
sporadically in the rest of the manuscript.” The feeling one gets when leafing
through the codex is that of a progressive improvement in the quality and security
of the hatching: in other words, fols 1r-13v seem to belong to a different (i.e. ear-
lier) ‘graphic moment’, rather than to a different hand.

It is not possible to provide at this stage a dating for the manufacture of Ott.
gr. 347, since the data stemming from the analysis of the watermarks did not offer
clear indications, and we do not know enough about the history of the composi-
tion of Gazes’ Grammar.”® Some clues on the location of the activity of this anon-
ymous disciple come, however, from other manuscripts displaying his Greek
handwriting.

This is the case, for instance, of Salm. 71, transmitting works by Aristophanes
and Demosthenes, the Argonautica Orphica, and a Latin translation of Theocri-
tus’ Idyllia. Teresa Martinez Manzano already linked this Salmanticensis to the

26 The whole manuscript is digitised at <http://digi.vatlib.it>.

27 Iconsidered the possibility of attributing the copying of fols 1r-13v to a different hand, but I
have not found decisive evidence to distinguish between who copied fols 1r-13v and who would
have copied the rest of the manuscript.

28 Some remarks are in Botley 2010, 14-25.
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school of Andronikos Kallistos in Bologna, mainly relying on textual, palaeo-
graphic, codicological, and historical evidence:” 1. the contents perfectly match
with the works read in Kallistos’ classes;* 2. the historical data on this manu-
script (i.e, the link with Lianoro Lianori and the later purchase by Pinciano) point
to Bologna, a city in which Andronikos lived;* 3. the writing of the copyists re-
sponsible for fols 128r-143r (‘scribe A’) (see Fig. 4.9) and fols 79r-127r, 181r-199v
(‘scribe B’) (see Fig. 4.10)* is clearly influenced by Kallistos’.

Fig. 4.9: Salm. 71, fol. 129r; © Biblioteca Universitaria.

29 See Martinez Manzano 2009 and Martinez Manzano 2015a, in part. 172-174. It is worth noting
that Martinez Manzano 2009, 128 n. 3 had pointed out for the text of Demosthenes’ orations a
derivation of Salm. 71 from Par. gr. 2998. At the time it was not yet known that the Parisinus was
part of Kallistos’ library. The discovery of Kallistos’ annotations by his own hand (reported in
Orlandi 2014b) in Par. gr. 2998 further supports the reconstruction proposed by Teresa Martinez
Manzano and leads to the assumption that Salm. 71 directly descends from Par. gr. 2998.

30 Martinez Manzano 2015a, 172-173.

31 Martinez Manzano 2015a, 173-174.

32 See also the plates (nos 57 and 58) printed in Martinez Manzano 2015a, 338-339.
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Fig. 4.10: Salm. 71, fol. 88r; © Biblioteca Universitaria.

The only element apparently distinguishing the handwritings of A and B seems
to be the preference by A to write the letter ny in the shape of a ‘cup’, whereas
scribe B mostly adopts the modern minuscule form. One should remember that
both forms for letter ny are included in Andronikos’ graphic repertoire. As seen
in the case of Ott. gr. 347, this difference can thus be easily explained by thinking
of two different ‘graphic moments’, rather than supposing the existence of two
different persons working on the same codex. At any rate, on the basis of the pal-
aeographic analysis we can identify at least the ‘scribe A’ of the Salmanticensis
(Fig. 4.9) with the copyist of Ott. gr. 347 (Fig. 4.8). Both a general impression and
the observation of the individual strokes confirm this impression.

To further enrich this picture, we shall turn to another codex, the manuscript
Bywater 35, currently kept at the Bodleian Library of Oxford. The aforementioned
scribe of both Salm. 71 and Ott. gr. 347 is responsible in this case for some addi-
tions applied in the margins of the first book of Theodoros Gazes’ Grammar (Fig.
4.11).

Fig. 4.11: Oxon. Bywater 35, fol. 7r; © Bodleain Library.
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The Oxoniensis® is fully in the hand of Iohannes Rhosos* and belonged to a cer-
tain ‘Lelius Fidelis’, whose ex-libris is found on fol. 5r.* As shown in the specimen
below, the copyist of Salm 71/0tt. gr. 347 supplemented here a passage which had
accidentally been omitted by Rhosos.

In addition to these corrections, two annotations found at fol. 11rv deserve
attention: they are work of the monk <Gregorios> (formerly known as Anonymus
KB Harlfinger) (Fig. 4.12).

Fig. 4.12: Oxon. Bywater 35, fol. 11v; © Bodleain Library.

We are fairly well informed about Gregorios’ activity between the 1450s and the
1460s thanks to some recent contributions.*® However, the exact connection be-
tween Gregorios and this manuscript eludes us at the moment, and it is not easy
to determine a dating for these corrections.

Finally, with regard to manuscripts of Gazes’ Grammar copied or annotated
at Andronikos’ school, I cursorily give here account of the discovery of another
interesting piece: Vat. Barb. gr. 89. In the margin of the Barberinianus* one

33 For a description, see Crostini Lappin 2003, 8-12.

34 Identification in RGK 1178.

35 The mysterious ‘Lelius Fidelis’ might be identified with Lelio/Lilio Tifernate, but I have not
found decisive evidence so far.

36 A detailed study on the manuscripts copied and/or annotated by Gregorios is now Giacomelli
and Speranzi 2019, where I brought forward this identification. To the batch of 43 manuscripts
therein reported, one shall first add two more manuscripts presented in earlier published contri-
butions: it is Olomouc M 531 (see Eleuteri 1986, 548) and Par. gr. 2940 (see Harlfinger 2011, 289
n. 13). Finally, I report here some new findings about Gregorios’ scholarly activity. Some margi-
nalia in his hand are found in <Par. gr. 1921> (see e.g. fols 216v, 240v) and <Mutin. a T.8.21> (see
e.g. fols 1r, 3r).

37 For a description, refer to Capocci 1958, 120-121. A digitization is at <https://digi.vatlib.it/>.
I hereby report that the writing of the anonymous scribe of the Barberinianus is also found in the
manuscript <Vall. F 60> (fols 249r-256v) (Grammar by Moschopulos).
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comes across another handwriting influenced by Kallistos’, as the specimen at-
tached below (Fig. 4.13) shows.

Fig. 4.13: Barb. gr. 89, fol. 12r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

We note also in this case the shape of the tall Fahnen-Tau, the bilobular beta, the
form of the majuscule lambda and the epsilon-iota ligature connected with the
circumflex accent (as at lines 3—4, in the word émtonAsiotov).

4.1.5.3 Copying Apollonius’ Argonautics

Following the trail indicated by the authors interpreted in Kallistos’ classes is, as
seen in the examples presented so far, one of the ways to arrive at the discovery
of new mimetic writings. I report on a recent finding. It is Laur. 91 sup. 8 (Fig.
4.14), a copy of Apollonius’ Argonautics today kept in Florence. Without dwelling
more than necessary on single details, one glance is enough to immediately rec-
ognize the derivation of this copyist’s handwriting from Kallistos’.

Fig. 4.14: Laur. 91 sup. 8, fol. 57r; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.
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It is no coincidence that a close relationship has already been identified between
the text of the Laurentianus and that transmitted in Andronikos’ personal copy
of Apollonius’ work, i.e. Mutin. a T.8.13.% Systematic collations will not only pro-
vide confirmation of this stemmatic proximity, but perhaps also acknowledge the
Mutinensis as the direct model for the Laurentianus.

4.2 Reading and interpreting Homer’s lliad: First insights

The connection between Laur. 66.31 (a manuscript containing class notes on
Homer, Demosthenes, Theocritus) and the teaching activity of Andronikos Kal-
listos has already been highlighted by modern scholars such as Ida Maier,
Gianvito Resta, Lucia Cesarini Martinelli, and Paola Megna.*® My identification of
Kallistos’ handwriting within the manuscript itself allowed me in the meantime
to ascribe definitely these recollectae to his classes held in Florence (1471-1474).%°
In addition, one should notice that the writing of the scribe is also in this case
influenced by Kallistos’.*!

Furthermore, with special regard to the Iliad, two hints point at the Mutin.
U.5.1 — i.e. the copy of the poem included in Andronikos’ collection — as at the
Greek manuscript which was likely the one used by Kallistos for his lectures. At
fols 10v—11r, after verse 375 of the first book of Iliad, one finds in the Mutinensis
five ‘extra’ verses (= 375a—e), representing a repetition of the previous vv. 17-21:

Atpeibat te kal GAot bkvnuideg Axatol, (17 =) 375a
DIV pév Beot Soiev ONOpmia Swpat EOvTe (18 =) 375h
gxmépoat Iplapoto moAL, €0 8’ oikad’ ikéobat (19 =) 375c
noida 8¢ pot Aoarte @iny, T & Growa 8éxeabe, (20 =) 375d
afopevot ALdg vidv £xknporov Ao wva (21 =) 375e

In the Latin translation written down in the Laurentianus, one likewise finds the
five ‘extra’ verses:
Atridesque et alii bene ocreati Achivi, 375a

38 See Schade and Eleuteri 2008, 48.

39 See Maier 1966, 44, 57-59; Resta 1978, 1093-1094; Cesarini Martinelli and Ricciardi 1985,
LXXII-LXXIV, Megna 2009, in part. LIXLXII, LXXIV-LXXVI, 6-7, 11, 16, 42-44, 47, 57, 83, 86,
103, 106, 111-112, 117, 130-131.

40 See Orlandi 2014a. Written down by Kallistos at fol. 180v of his pupil’s notebook, the well-
known epigram on Midas’ grave fulfills in that case a specific didactic aim.

41 See Orlandi 2014a, plate 1. The Laurentianus is fully digitised at <http://teca.bmlonline.it/>
and <http://mss.bmlonline.it> (accessed on 27 March 2023).
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vobis quidem dii utinam praebeant olympias domos colentes 375b

expugnare Priami urbem, bene vero domum redire; 375¢
filiam vero mihi solvite amabilem, munera vero acceptate, 375d
verentes Iovis filium sagittarium Apollinem 375e

Then, both in the Mutinensis’ original Greek text (fols 7v—8r) and in the Lauren-
tianus’ Latin translation a couple of verses (namely 264-265) appear in an in-
verted order in comparison with most manuscripts of Iliad:

otov IelpiBodV Te ApHOVTA TE TOWEVA Aa@V 263
Onota T Aiyeibnv, émeikehov GBavaTtolot 265
Kawea T EEG816v Te Kai dvtieov IToAb@nuov 264
KApTLOTOL 81 KETVOL EmyBoviwy TpAYeY Gvdpav 266

qualem Perithoumque Dryantemque opilionem populorum 263

Theseaque Aegidem similem inmortalibus 265
Ceneumque Exadiumque et diis equalem Polyphemum 264
optimi certe illi terrestrium nutriti sunt virorum 266

Following the notes written down in the Laurentianus by the student during a
lesson about the first book of Iliad (fols 7r-50v), one receives a general impres-
sion of its structure and how the learning process actually proceeded. In the
classroom the pupils were obviously provided with manuscripts of the original
Greek text, in order to follow the interpretatio of the teacher. Andronikos used to
divide the text into small sub-units: one counts in the first book of Iliad 27 blocks,
with an average value of 24 verses to be interpreted.

After reading the Greek text, the master offered the Latin translation of the
verses together with grammatical and exegetical remarks on single words want-
ing explication.”? In most cases one finds only translations of singles words. If it
is a verb, the forms of future and aorist are usually indicated immediately after
that of the present.

In a recent contribution, Luigi Silvano pointed out that both the translation
written down in the Laurentianus and the one by Bartolomeo della Fonte in the
Riccardianus 904 equally depend on the version by Leontios Pilatos — which I

42 See for example the transcription of fol. 7r published by Maier 1966, 59.
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hereby quote from Par. lat. 7880.1* —, thus being both retractationes. To some
extent I do not agree with this assessment. In fact, despite some similarities, the
work of Bartolomeo Fonzio depends apparently on Pilatos’ translation, thus be-
ing ipso facto a retractatio, whereas the rendering of Kallistos may have origi-
nated independently, thus being on the contrary a regular translation from the
Greek. In other words, we do not have evidence for Kallistos having read/used
the translation of Pilatos. In this regard the following examples may furnish some
interesting indications:

Iliad 125

GANG KOKDG Gpiet, kKpaTepOv &’ €mi pdbov Etelhe

sed male expellit, contumaci autem sermone precipiebat
(Leontios Pilatos, Par. lat. 7880.1)

sed male dimittebat, imperioso sed sermone praecipiebat
(Bartolomeo Fonzio, Ricc. 904)

sed inhoneste expellebat, asperum vero verbum dicebat
(Andronikos Kallistos, Laur. 66.31)

The rendering sermone praecipiebat found in Fonzio’s text for the Greek émi pii@ov
£teM\e is a substantial clue of the latter’s use of Leontios’ translation. The adjec-
tive kpatepov was translated into Latin by means of three different words by Le-
ontios, Fonzio, and Kallistos (contumax [ imperiosus | asper) as well as the con-
juction 8¢ (autem / sed [ vero).

Iliad 140

fi €l 8 TOTE TOL KOT& OV pnpl’ Exna

vel si quando autem tibi pinguia crura posui
(Leontios Pilatos, Par. lat. 7880.1)

vel si quando tibi iuxta pinguia crura posui
(Bartolomeo Fonzio, Ricc. 904)

43 See Silvano 2011, 234: ‘Se poniamo di fronte i primi 50 versi delle due traduzioni [...] possiamo
constatare che le somiglianze tra le due retractationes |...] derivano perlopiti dalla comune di-
pendenza da Leonzio, mentre solo di rado i due testi concordano in lezione o presentano spunti
interpretativi affini nelle parti originali’.
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aut si aliquando pingues coxas combussi
(Andronikos Kallistos, Laur. 66.31)

Even more strikingly than the previous, this case clearly shows that the rendering
of Bartolomeo Fonzio (see in particular the syntagma ‘pinguia crura posui’ in
comparison to ‘pingues coxas combussi’ transmitted by the Laurentianus) takes
inspiration from the version by Leontios.

Tliad 152

BAAN* aiei 8¢ upail vekbwV Kaiovto Bapetai

percuciebat, semper pire mortuorum comburebantur cumulate
(Leontios Pilatos, Par. lat. 7880.1)

percutiebat, semper autem pyrae mortuorum comburebantur crebrae
(Bartolomeo Fonzio, Ricc. 904)

percutiebat, semper vero pyre cadaverum incendebantur frequentes
(Andronikos Kallistos, Laur. 66.31)

Also this last example indicates that the version of Leontios represents the basis
of Fonzio’s retractatio. In comparison to Fonzio’s, the text copied in the Lauren-
tianus offers many more innovations, both in the selection of terms and in the
usage of conjunctive particles. In a broad sense, the level of authorship of the
latter is definitely higher.**

In my opinion, these three examples show that the question of the common
dependence of Kallistos’ and Fonzio’s texts from the version by Leontios remains
problematic and in need of further investigation. Moreover, the possibility of the
influence of some other minor humanistic translations (see the earlier ones com-
posed by Leonardo Bruni, Lorenzo Valla, Pier Candido Decembrio, and the so-
called Anonymus Bodleianus) should not be ruled out.*

44 This feature reminds one of what Pertusi 1964 wrote after briefly presenting just a couple of
lines of this Latin translation: ‘Chi sia I'umanista che ha compiuto quest’altra retractatio non
saprei dire’, thus highlighting the great level of authorship of the text handed down in the Lau-
rentianus.

45 See Sowerby 1996, 165 n. 13. Nevertheless, it would be interesting to understand which kind
of lexicographical instruments — bilingual dictionaries come to mind, for instance — the authors
of these translations made use of. Such materials were not available at the time of the pioneering
work of Leontios.
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We shall now shed some initial light on the textual transmission of Androni-
kos’ translation, since it is found in a number of manuscripts other than Laur.
66.31. As already suggested by Agostino Pertusi and Paul Oskar Kristeller,* frag-
ments of the same translation were copied in at least three further volumes: the
codex Bologna, Archiginnasio B 1414 (end of fifteenth century; siglum B in my
working papers), the codex Stockholm, Kungliga Biblioteket, Va 19 (end of fif-
teenth century; siglum S), and the wonderful manuscript Vat. gr. 1626 (siglum V).
The latter is a bilingual illuminated codex on parchment, written in 1477 by the
calligraphers Iohannes Rhosos (responsible for the Greek text) and Bartolomeo
Sanvito (Latin text) for the Cardinal Francesco Gonzaga. In the case of the Lau-
rentianus (siglum L) the text is apparently the transcription of what the student
might have heard the teacher say whilst lecturing (&6 @wvfig).*®

I have collated the text of the first book entirely, thus reconstructing a
stemma (Fig. 4.15):

Fig. 4.15: The textual transmission of Andronikos’ Latin version of the /liad. Stemma codicum.

46 See Sowerby 1996, n. 16.

47 See the colophon at fol. 404v.

48 An example for this might be the rendering of part of verse 348 (i} 8 dékova’ Gua Tolot yuvi
kiev: avTap AxiAelg), where the translation of the pupil does not make any sense: ‘illa vero
invita cum his nulli ibat, verum Achilles’. The reading nulli for the Greek word yuvr| (instead of
mulier) is probably due to an acoustical mistake.
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This stemma reflects the relationships among the witnesses. Letter o represents a
codex (now lost) whose readings are common to SVB and stand in opposition to
L. These readings may stem from a different stage of the transmission or repre-
sent, as in the case of L, the outcome of a selection of materials collected in class
that nonetheless deviate from L.

42 teiosiav] reddant poenas L : puniantur SVB

136 6mwg] quemadmodum L : ut SVB

176 Slotpeéwv] eruditi L : nutriti SVB

309 épétag] remiges L : navigantes SVB

462 nepnwpPola ] torres L : titiones S, tictiones VB

Codex S presents some errors and readings in opposition to the rest of the tradition:
26 mopd] in LVB : coram S
60 @Uyoluev] evitare poterimus LVB : auferimus S
188 &yog yévet] dolor fuit LVB : factus est dolor S
470 xobpol pev] iuvenes vero LVB : pueri quidem S
609 &oteponntrg] fulminum effector LVB : astrorum effector S
611 xpuooBpovog] auream sedem LVB : aureum thronum S

Letter p represents a codex (now lost) with readings and errors which are common
to VB in opposition to L and S:

29 pw] hanc LS : an VB

32101] vade LS : valde VB*

234 vai] sic LS : si VB

329 tov] hunc LS : nunc VB*

459 £8etpav] decoriaverunt LS : decoraverunt VB

Codex B contains: 1. peculiar readings and errors in opposition to all the wit-
nesses; 2. peculiar readings and errors in common with L:

236 avabnAnoel] revirebit LSV : virebit B

337 €€aye] educa LSV : et ducas B

414 texoboa] peperissem LSV : peperi B

238 B£potag] leges LB : iustitias SV
323 kaAAwnépnov] pulchram LB : pulchras genas habentem SV
468 Sautog £long| cibo equali LB : equali cibo SV

The collation of more sections of the translation will probably confirm these pre-
liminary data.






5 From the Desk of a Byzantine Philologist

5.1 First insights into Kallistos’ scholarly activity

As recalled in the Introduction, a fairly substantial bibliography on Andronikos’
scholarly habits and his ‘ventures’ in the field of textual criticism already exists.
‘A philologist of truly exceptional calibre, far superior to many scholars of the
time’,! Kallistos accomplished numerous undertakings which left a mark in the
memory of his contemporaries as well as in that of future generations of human-
ists. By way of example, one could start by mentioning the composition of a full
set of hypotheseis to the Odyssey? which would later be copied into a larger num-
ber of manuscripts, or the arrangement of books only provided with scholia,
namely conceived as an aid to his teaching activity.’

However, it was mainly because of his conjectural talent and his facility in
correcting the Greek texts passing over his desk that Andronikos has earned the
reputation of a brilliant philologist not only amongst his contemporaries, but also
amongst modern scholars. In some cases, Kallistos’ contributions anticipate the
conjectures of modern editors,* thus being quoted in the critical apparatuses or
even ending up in the main text.> Hence, Andronikos’ name is increasingly found
in more recent critical editions® alongside those of modern philologists.

Within the context of Andronikos’ manuscript production, Stefano Martinelli
Tempesta was one of the first modern scholars to realise the importance of the
relationship between the copying activity on the one hand and the commitment
to study/teaching on the other.” It is thanks to this change of perspective that the

1 The quotation is from Donadi 1976, 245 (here translated into English).

2 See Pontani 2011, 377-380 and Chinellato 2018.

3 See Tessier 2000, 2015a and 2015b.

4 See e.g. Murphy 2002, 152 (Plato); Nelson 2006 (Lysias); Carey 2007, XIII-XXI (in part. XVIII)
(Lysias); Murphy 2007, 223 (Plato); Neri 2010-2011, 205 (Pseudo-Xenophon).

5 For the case of Xenophon’s Hiero, see Bandini and Dorion 2021, CXCVIII: ‘Kallistos apporta
dans sa copie plusieurs corrections qui anticipent souvent les interventions des philologues des
siécles postérieurs. Quelques-uns de ces conjectures méritent, nous semble-t-il, d’étre accueil-
lies dans notre texte; d’autres méritent au moins d’étre mentionnées dans I’apparat’.

6 This is the case with Stefec 2016 (Philostratus), Bandini and Dorion 2021 (Xenophon), Pietro-
belli 2021 (Galen [but in this case the philologist at work could be Kallistos’ pupil Migliavacca;
see Orlandi 2014a and Orlandi 2019a]), and Golitsis 2022 (Alexander of Aphrodisias).

7 Martinelli Tempesta 1995 and Martinelli 1997, in part. 24-27, 176 n. 160, 209 highlight the pe-
culiarities of the text of Plato’s Lysis handed down in Kallistos’ own copy (i.e. the Erlangensis A
4). Though Martinelli Tempesta’s fundamental assumption — i.e. that the innovations found in
Kallistos’ books are to be attributed to his will and not to the fact that they stem from lost

@ Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-005
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assumption that exceptional readings found in the manuscripts copied by An-
dronikos stem from lost ancient manuscripts has been definitively dispelled.

5.2 Taking care of books

Reference to Andronikos Kallistos’ proper philological activity has been made in
several parts of this work. For instance, we mentioned many manuscripts which,
despite not being included in his book collection (see e.g. the manuscripts that
belonged to Kallistos’ students or to cardinal Bessarion), were collated in order
to amend and improve the text found in the copies in his own possession. By
starting my analysis here, which typologically takes his interventions into ac-
count, I shall begin from the activity of textual and codicological restoration, that
was carried out in manuscripts, which both were and were not part of his per-
sonal library.

5.2.1 Restoring old manuscripts

As already mentioned, Kallistos’ graphic activity — in the Byzantine East as well
as in Italy — did not only consist in the production of manuscripts for third parties
or for the enrichment of his own collection. A complementary aspect to copying
was the restoration of ancient books, dating from the twelfth to the fourteenth
century, both of books belonging to his libray as well as ones he did not own.

We will first give an overview of the 17 manuscripts in which Andronikos
worked as an instaurator: Athos, Movr IBripwv 161; Cremon. 130; Laur. 72.20;
Laur. 85.21; Lips. gr. 33; Lips. gr. 34; Mutin. a T.9.14; Mutin. a U.9.10; Mutin. o
W.2.1; Sinod. gr. 370; Oxon. Holkham Hall gr. 71; Par. gr. 1890; Par. gr. 2046; Par.
gr. 3011 (in collaboration with Iohannes Rhosos); Vat. Barb. gr. 161; Vat. gr. 1324;
Vind. Suppl. gr. 23. A closer look at some images will then immediately show the
nature and quality of these interventions, which were often carried out in delicate
parts of the manuscripts, such as the outer margins (Figs 5.1-5.2).

branches of transmission — proved over time to be correct, such questions are always worth
evaluating on a case-by-case basis. Precisely with regard to the different codicological units of
which Erlangensis is composed, for example, one must still maintain a certain caution in attrib-
uting all the innovations found in it to Andronikos; indeed, given the location of this manuscript
in Byzantine territories (see supra, § 2.1.1), one cannot exclude in this specific case a descent from
manuscript sources that were lost with the fall of Constantinople.
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Fig. 5.1: Athos, Movr 'IBfipwv 161, fol. 146r; © lepa Movr| IBripwv.

Fig. 5.2: Par. gr. 3011, fol. 262r; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

In some cases, it has been possible to go beyond purely material data and delve
into the circumstances of the restoration. In this regard, some interesting histor-
ical and cultural aspects have been brought to light, such as: 1. the identification
of the place and time in which the restorations were made; 2. the identification of
the manuscripts used as antigraphs for the recovery of missing portions of text.
For the work by Nikephoros Blemmydes recovered in the Oxon. Holkham gr.
71, for example, we are now provided with reliable data confirming that the res-
toration was conducted in Crete by 1453, through the collation of a source avail-
able on the island at the time: this is Monac. gr. 225. The indications from the
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analysis of the handwriting and watermarks® have been fully validated by the re-
sults of the philological investigation.’

The case of the manuscript Vat. Barb. gr. 161 may be interesting in this con-
text. The identification of Andronikos’ hand in this volume is fairly recent.” We
are almost certain that the restoration carried out by Kallistos on fol. 26rv (Iliad,
book I, verses 264-306) — in fact the only place where Andronikos’ hand can be
found — refers to a book in his library, i.e. his personal copy of Homer’s Iliad: it
is Mutin. a U.5.1 (fols 7v—9r). This is demonstrated by compelling philological ar-
guments, such as the following: 1. verses 264-265 (Kawéa T "EE4810v T Kal
avtifeov IToAb@nuov | Onoéa T Aiyeibnv, émicikehov GOavatolot) are found in
both manuscripts in reverse order to the one in which they appear in most wit-
nesses and modern editions; 2. in verse 273 both manuscripts record £Oviov
against the other reading handed down in the manuscripts, £0viev; 3. in verse 286
both the Mutinensis and the Barberinianus bear the reading £einog against the
more frequent £eimeg; 4. in verse 293 both manuscripts omit the particle te; 5. in
verse 298 both manuscripts have Tt instead of tot.

From the point of view of the palaeographic analysis, it is possible to note in
the Barberinianus the presence of some elements intentionally inserted to aes-
thetically ‘archaise’ the restoration. By way of example (see Table 5.1), I would
like to point out: the shape of eta, here uppercase, preferred to the more common
minuscule variant; the ligature epsilon-iota (with a ‘drop-shaped’ bow for epsilon
and a wavy tail in the lower section of iota); the presence of the ‘cup-shaped’ an-
cient form of ny, preferred to the ‘modern’ one.

Table 5.1: Mutin. o U.5.1 and Barb. gr. 161. A palaeographic comparison.

Manuscript Eta epsilon-iota ny

Mutin. o U.5.1

Barb. gr. 161

8 See supra, §2.1.1.
9 See Valente 2021, 37-48.
10 See Speranzi 2016b, 64.
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Finally, I leave room for a brief reconsideration of the palaeographic character of
another restoration carried out by Andronikos: this is Mutin. a W.2.1 (see Plate
30), codex unicus for Olympiodorus’ Prolegomena to Aristotle’s Logic, dated by
Giuseppe De Gregorio to the twelfth century. Regarding the restoration of fols 1-
2, De Gregorio made the following assumption: ‘It is probable that the manuscript
was brought to Italy from Constantinople [...] by Andronikos Kallistos; he must
have had an easier time in the Byzantine East than in Italy reintegrating the first
leaves of a text (Olympiodorus) for which our Mutinensis happens to be a codex
unicus’." We cannot say how the manuscript arrived in Italy, whether it was
brought from the Byzantine East by Andronikos himself or whether he acquired
it in Italy. However, examination of the development of Kallistos’ handwriting
leads us to categorically exclude that fols 1-2 were reinstated by him in the Byz-
antine East. The ductus is homogeneous with the autographs dating from the last
period of his activity in Italy (i.e. group ‘C’, according to the classification we pro-
posed in the previous chapters),” as is the strong inclination to the right, the
adoption of an enlarged body for the letters and the use of a thicker quill. Given
the extreme rarity of the text, I would be more inclined to believe that Andronikos
simply decided at some point to replace (by recopying) the first outer leaves,
which are clearly more exposed to wear than the innermost ones.

After having discussed restorations, it is now time to examine closely An-
dronikos’ textual interventions. From this perspective, one can focus on his care-
ful revision of manuscripts that were part of his own collection or which he simply
consulted. In some instances, his interventions were presumably based on his
personal reflections on the text; in other cases, use of alternative manuscript
models guaranteed the success of his enterprise.

In this respect, reporting the presence of textual lacunae can be considered
as one of the most frequent types of interventions. In the case of a manuscript of
Aristotelian content, Par. gr. 1852 (Ethica Nichomachea), belonged to Palla
Strozzi, who annotated it,”® Andronikos proceeded to emphasise the absence of a
large portion of the text (from 1161b 7 to 1171b 34 Bekker) and specified, by adding
a marginal note at fol. 126r," the absence of the end of book 8 and the entire book
9 of the work: Aeinel 10 TéAog Tob 6ydo0UL Kal TO Evatov OAov. The same type of

11 See De Gregorio 1993, 138-139 (here translated into English).

12 See supra, § 2.4.1.3.

13 See Harlfinger 1971, 416. In the manuscript, annotations by Raffaele Regio and Francesco
Barbaro are also found; see Rollo 2020b, 256 n. 35.

14 The identification of Kallistos” handwriting (mentioned up to this point with reserve, but now
certain) occurred for the first time in Harlfinger 1971, 413.
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indication is found at fol. 122v of Marc. gr. VII 5 (containing Thucydides’ work),
which also belonged to Palla and was provided with the famous ‘visto’ of Fran-
cesco da Lucca.” At Hist. IV 63, Kallistos wrote Aginet 16 ‘0 dywv fuiv Eotat, GAAK
niept Tob SovAwbival. OKdG 8¢ Tolto £ykékomtar’. The passage, which had been
omitted erroneously by the scribe, was supplemented on the grounds of a colla-
tion of the copy of Thucydides’ Historiae possessed by Kallistos, namely the man-
uscript Cantabr. Nn.III.18.

An analogous indication that was part of a broader revision work is found in
a manuscript that transmits Josephus Flavius’ Contra Apionem, namely Haun.
GkS 1570,4°. The Hauniensis, a manuscript entirely copied by Iohannes Skutario-
tes, was most probably produced and consulted by Andronikos in Florence dur-
ing his stay in the city (1471-1474)."° In this manuscript, there are four marginal
interventions by Kallistos, at fols 49v, 59r, 69rv. The first marginale, added by
Andronikos at fol. 49v, is of greater interest. Between the words KAeondtpav
£kBaletv BovAdpevog Tiig Baotleiag and TRV TOPEIAV TOOUUEVWY TOUG HEV
‘TouSaiovug, Kallistos annotated: okomel £vtadBa: ovk OAiyov yop Tob Keyévov
Soxkel Aeimewv, &v GkpiBEatepov ipocéyetv €BeAnong Tii iotopig (‘Be aware: in this
passage apparently not a little text is missing, if you pay attention to the narra-
tive’). The incompleteness of the text lamented by Andronikos — incompleteness
that in this case cannot be imputed to scribal forgetfulness (Skutariotes) or loss
of folios of the manuscript — had already been observed by an anonymous anno-
tator of the vetustus Laur. 69.22 (tenth century), which in turn had been identified
as the antigraph of the Copenhagen manuscript: at fol. 25v of Laurentianus, ex-
actly at this point of the work, a medieval scholiast pointed out the loss of a por-
tion of the text, which in his view corresponded to about five folios of the anti-
graph.”

15 As far as these ‘visti’ are concerned, I refer to Manfrin and Speranzi 2019.

16 The identification of the handwriting of Skutariotes and Kallistos is present in the cata-
lographic description by Schartau 1994, 125-126. The manuscript, an apograph of Laur. 69.22
(once owned by Niccolo Niccoli and kept for a long time in the Dominican convent of San Marco),
was certainly made in Florence.

17 The other passages of the Hauniensis, in which Schartau found Kallistos’ interventions, con-
tain three textual supplements of omissions corresponding to three lines of the text of Laur.
69.22: at fol. 59r, after mapéxwv oOpPwva T0ig Adyorg, Kallistos added ov pévov tovg kad’ av[tov]
£newoev, GAAG kai T[oig] €€ éxeivwv, which had been omitted (it corresponds to one line of the
text of Laur. 69.22, fol. 29r); the passage of Laur. 69.22, corresponding to the supplement at fol.
69r of the Hauniensis (uév T@v dAAwv {nA[obv] ovk d&lodpev, Toug plévtol] petéxew), is at fol.
35r; for the textual supplement at fol. 69v (&néBavev; ov yap 81 mpoediSou v mMOAw TOIg
noAepiolg) see again fol. 35r of Laurentianus.
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Not infrequently, Andronikos filled in by his own hand the textual lacunae of
the manuscripts that had ended up on his desk. In the case of two manuscripts
belonging to Bessarion, that were produced at the time of his first stay in Bologna
at the service of the Cardinal (1453-1455), Andronikos apparently supervised the
operations carried out by other copyists in the Cardinal’s service at the time and
contributed to the deciphering of whatever, in the respective antigraphs, was not
immediately clear to the scribes who were in charge of the transcription. In the
manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 518, copied by Georgios Tribizias,"® Andronikos restored
a part of the text of Eunapius, which Tribizias did not clearly understand, con-
tained in the last folio of the antigraph, i.e. Vat. gr. 206 (see fols 96r lin. 40-96v
lin. 2 = 23,6 ed. Giangrande 1956).” It is likely that the situation was analogous in
the case of Marc. gr. Z. 337, produced in the same period. At a specific point of the
codicological unit, which was copied also in this case by Tribizias and contains
the Ecclesiastic History by Theodoret of Cyrrus (fol. 130r, lin. 21-31),% Kallistos
filled in the white spaces corresponding to the passage 314,3-21 of the Parmen-
tier-Scheidweiler edition (from edepyeoiag T0 peyedog to Mpoaépepe omEPpaTL),
which had been previously left blank by the Tribizias while he was transcribing
the text.

In a manuscript that was surely part of his collection, Mutin. a U.9.10, An-
dronikos recommends repositioning an entire chapter of Hermogenes’ De inven-
tione, which is transmitted in the wrong order in the Mutinensis. The following
marginal annotation occurs at fol. 70r: 10 ‘mept Paiov’ ke@GAaOV pETA TV
#votaowv keioBat 8el. 8U 6 mapalmovTtag TolTov VOV péEXPLS Gv eig Ekelvo
qpwpeda, dpéows £mi TO ‘Tept ke@ahaiwy’ peTapiivat ST o i dpxf ‘Tepl pEV
T TOV kePoAaiwv Slapéoews kai ta £ERS’ (‘the chapter On the involuntary must
follow that on objection. So, by overlooking this one until one arrives to that one,
one needs to move on to the chapter On chapters, of which the beginning reads:
“On the difference of chapters etc.””). Hugo Rabe, the modern editor of Hermo-
genes, agrees with Kallistos: indeed, he places the chapter nepi Blaiov (138,14—
140,8) after the chapters On objection and On counter-objection (136,21-138,13).

18 See Mioni 1985a, 386—387.

19 I personally inspected the Vaticanus manuscript, which is actually difficult to decipher at
this point. The identification of the handwriting of Andronikos and Bessarion is by Dieter Harlf-
inger (apud Liakou-Kropp 2002, 311). A few lines after the intervention of Andronikos, Bessarion
himself completed the addition by his own hand. For the derivation of Marcianus from Vati-
canus, which is the archetype of the entire transmission, see Decorps and Foulquier 2001, 79,
84, 91-92.

20 The identification of Andronikos’ handwriting is due also in this case to Harlfinger (in Lia-
kou-Kropp 2002, 282).
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One cannot state with certainty that Laur. 72.20, a manuscript containing Phi-
loponus’ commentary to Aristotle’s Analytics, was part of Kallistos’ private col-
lection; however, it is certain that it was the subject of Andronikos’ philological
curae, that — on the grounds of the facies of his handwriting — occurred at an
early stage of his activity. At the foot of fol. 182v, the ninth one of a quire that was
reordered by Andronikos through the addition of Greek letters in the central up-
per margin of each folio, he pointed out the presence of a lacuna with the follow-
ing words: &i kal yéypamntat petd ToUT0 T6 8ékatov, GAAoDV Aeinel petadd TovTou
kai ToD Sexdtov UM (‘even though the tenth <folio> has been written after
this, some other folios between this and the tenth one are missing anyway’). The
text of this problematic quinio, reconstructed with difficulty by Andronikos, ends
abruptly in correspondence with the words AapBavel Tfj of] UOBETEL €8 Gvaykng
(To. Phlp., in Arist. An. Pr., ed. Wallies 1905, 461,20).

The reorganisation of textual sequences by specific catch-signs is found in
numerous manuscripts that ended up on Kallistos’ desk. It occurred within spe-
cific quires that were broken up, as well as following the insertion of folios or
quires in the midst of original codicological units that were restored. One must
attribute to Andronikos, for instance, the catch-signs that are found in the ve-
tustus Simplicius Laur. 85.21 (twelfth century; see fols 8v-9r, 10v—11r, 12v—-13r,
13v-14r); by these signs, the correct order of the text within the second quire is
restored (B').22 Noteworthy in this respect is the peculiar sign drawn as a minus-
cule Latin h (with the addition of a dot or small circle within the curve of the h),?
regularly employed by Andronikos (see Fig. 5.3). The same symbol occurs in the
Cleomedes Laur. Ashb. 1599 (see Fig. 5.4), which was copied entirely by Androni-
kos and underwent later restorative interventions by Kallistos himself. This pre-
sumes that either it was copied from a faulty antigraph or its quires were damaged
after having been made by Andronikos. Within the third codicological unit (= fols
113-152), which contains the text of the Caelestia, one can distinguish an original

21 The attribution of the note to Andronikos (Harlfinger) is in Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 253—254.
One must attribute to him, as previously said, also the numeration of each folio (<a’, y-', B'>,
placed in the central upper margins from fol. 175v to fol. 183r).

22 The text copied in the last line of current fol. 8v (Simpl., in Arist. de An. ed. Hayduck 1882,
14,37) continues in the first line of current fol. 13r (= T@v VapxoVTWV aOT@][AiTIOV: GAAK TO OV).
In the case of the Laurentianus, that at a given time of its history was available to Poliziano, a
codicological restoration by Kallistos in the external corners of the last folios of the manuscript
has already been observed (see Speranzi 2016b, 59—64, who was the first to identify the hand-
writing of Andronikos in the manuscript).

23 The same symbol occurs in another manuscript restored by Kallistos (Vat. gr. 1324, fols 80v—
81r, about which see also infra, § 5.2.3.1).
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section (= fols 115-118, 121-140, 145-152), that was most probably produced in
the 1450s, from a more recent section that was added to the first one at a later
stage in order to complete it, containing individual bifolios or small ‘connecting’
quires (= fols 113-114, 119-120, 141-144). The reference sign in the shape of the
Latin h is placed in this case at the foot of the nineteenth quire (19°), a binio that
was certainly inserted by Kallistos at a later stage (about ten years later).*

Fig. 5.3: Laur. 85.21, fol. 8v; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

Fig. 5.4: Laur. Ashb. 1599, fol. 144v; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

Finally, Andronikos was also responsible for the reorganisation of the quires of
at least two further manuscripts, namely the multiple-text-manuscript Lips. gr.
34+33 and Vat. gr. 1324, containing Lucian, that will be dealt with in greater detail
later in this book.

24 The chronological gap between the production and the textual/codicological restoration of
the manuscript is confirmed by palaeographic and codicological evidence. First of all, one can
observe an ostensible difference in ductus between the older sections and the more recent ones
(see e.g. the last folio of the nineteenth quire, 144v, and the first folio of the twentieth quire,
145r). Moreover, one can observe, in the respective sections, different types of paper (the older
part contains Monts watermarks, whereas the more recent one presents Chapeau watermarks).



200 —— From the Desk of a Byzantine Philologist

5.2.2 Bilateral and multiple corrections

Aside from the study of the manuscript transmission of Thucydides’ Historiae,
Giovanni Battista Alberti pointed out the activity of the scribe responsible for the
copy of the manuscript Cantabrigensis Nn.III.18 (fifteenth century, siglum Cn)
and for the marginalia (As) of Par. Suppl. gr. 255 (tenth century, siglum A). Alberti
managed to demonstrate the mutual dependence of the two manuscripts, by
proving, on the one hand, that the corrections added to Cn originated in A and,
on the other hand, that the marginal innovations occurring in A, all of which are
ascribable to the same hand (As), could only be explained in the light of the text
of Cn. Finally, by proving the identity of the handwritings of Cn e As, Alberti could
infer that between the two manuscripts ‘an exchange of variants, made by the
scribe himself [...] had occurred. It was therefore the scribe himself of Cn [...] who,
beyond the insertion in his own text of some readings taken from A, also intro-
duced in A some variants of his manuscript: thus, it is a case of “bilateral correc-
tions” [...]".%

One can demonstrate that the addition of double notes of collation in the
manuscripts of his collection, as well as in those which he simply consulted, was
a proprium of Andronikos’ philological practice on the grounds of at least another
significant example. This is the case of Aristotle’s Categoriae, a text to which An-
dronikos had access above all through two books of his own collection: 1. Vat. gr.
1314, which is among the first manuscripts copied by him, made before 1453% and
extremely important for his research and teaching activity; 2. Oxoniensis Holk-
ham Hall gr. 71 (thirteenth century), restored by Kallistos himself in Crete before
he arrived in Italy.”

As I demonstrated elsewhere,?® around the middle of the 1460s Vat. gr. 1314
had already been employed as an antigraph to make the manuscript Berol. gr. qu.
73 (up to 8b 53 Bekker), produced for an unknown student of Andronikos. Con-
currently to the copying of the Berolinensis, the other manuscript owned by Kal-
listos, the Oxoniensis Holkham Hall gr. 71, was used as a Korrektivexemplar: the
variants considered to be most interesting were thus integrated into both the

25 Alberti 1967, 16 (here translated into English). Alberti still attributed to the scribe-philologist
the name ‘George the Cretan A’, who was to be identified with Andronikos Kallistos shortly there-
after in Diller 1967.

26 Seesupra, §2.1.2.

27 See supra, §2.1.2.

28 See Orlandi 2020c, 458-463.
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manuscript that was being copied at that moment (i.e. the Berolinensis) and into
the model (i.e. the Vaticanus).

In the 1470s, during his sojourn in Florence, Kallistos managed to reflect once
again on the text of the Categoriae, having been stimulated by the consultation
of some books owned by a student of his who was active in the city, namely the
Anonymus 51 Harlfinger.” Among these books was Vat. gr. 2189, containing the
logical writings of Aristotle. This manuscript is clearly related to the philological
activity of Andronikos, as it displays marginal annotations (written by Androni-
kos) which can be explained on the grounds of a comparison with Vat. gr. 1314,
the personal copy of the Categoriae owned by Kallistos. Moreover, variants com-
ing from Vat. gr. 2189 occur in the margins and interlinear spaces of Vat. gr. 1314;
and these marginalia can be dated, through a palaeographic examination of the
handwriting of Andronikos, to the time of his sojourn in Florence (1471-1474).
The following is one example of insertion supra lineam in Vat. gr. 1314 of readings
taken from Vat. gr. 2189: at 14h7 Bekker, Vat. gr. 1314 reads £0Tt pév oDV oye80v;
Andronikos added in the interlinear space the variant £t pév 81 kai oxed6v com-
ing from Vat. gr. 2189.3° However, instead of resorting to the readings transmitted
by the manuscript owned by his student (readings that were generally inferior to
those transmitted by his own Vat. gr. 1314), Andronikos focussed his efforts on
adding in the margins of Vat. gr. 2189 the corrections to the key points of the text,
the same passages in which he had intervened in Vat. gr. 1314 years earlier.”

At Cat. 3b 33—4a 9 Aristotle explains the reasons why the substance (f| ovoia)
does not apparently admit the more and the less (10 paA\ov kai 1O ﬁTTov); indeed,
there is no substance which is more or less (of a) substance than another sub-
stance. After a series of examples, the arguments end at 4a 9 with the following
words: MoTe oVK &v EmbExoLTo 1 oVl TO P&ANOV kai fiTTov (‘therefore, the sub-
stance cannot admit the more and the less’). At this point, right before the argu-
ment continues by highlighting what substance can admit of — paAioTta 8¢ (8lov
T ovoiag Sokel eivat TO TOVTOV kai &V &plOp® Ov TV évavTiwv eival SekTkOv
(‘above all, admitting the opposites, by remaining the same and one in number,

29 See Orlandi 2020c, 463-481 (in part. 471).

30 The Holkhamensis at this point simply reads €0t oyed0v.

31 These are the other marginal corrections by Andronikos in Vat. gr. 2189: Arist., Cat. 4b 32 [fol.
751] post Aoyog add. T@v Sopiopévwy (habet Vat. 1314); 6a 23 [fol. 77r] post Aéyetar add. 008E Ta
niévte TV TpL@V (habet Vat. 1314); 6a 39 [fol. 82v] ante £tépov add. ToU® 6mép oty (habet Vat.
1314) et 10 ante SimAdotov punctis del. (tantum SutAdoiov habet Vat. 1314); 7a 38 [fol. 841] post
kartadetmopévov 8¢ add. pévov (habet Vat. 1314); 8b 7 [fol. 851] post dpwplopévwg oidev add.
Gvaykn yap £€0Tv dQwplopévwg idévar o towadta (habet Vat. 1314); 8b 23 [fol. 86r] post
éneokeppévov add. mept adt@v (habet Vat. 1314).
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seems to be peculiar of substance’) — Andronikos added in Vat. gr. 2189 the fol-
lowing words: o0k &0t 8¢ 008¢ ToDTO 1810V Tfig OVOlaG, TO pry Emdéxeadat adTiV
1O PEAAOV Kol ITTOV" Kal YA Kail TO TosoV VK EmBéxeTal TO PGANOV Kai TO TToV
(‘however, it is not even this which is peculiar to substance: the fact that it does
not admit the more and the less; indeed, also quantity does not admit the more
and the less’). It is a spurious statement which occurs in the same way within an
anonymous paraphrase of the Categoriae (ed. Hayduck 1883, 17,37-39) errone-
ously converged into the text of manuscript Holkham Hall gr. 71 (fol. 316r). By
considering the supplementation to be necessary, Kallistos proceeded to note it
in the margins of as many as three manuscripts: ‘his own’ Vat. gr. 1314 (fol. 230r,
outer margin; Fig. 5.5), Berol. gr. qu. 73 (fol. 15v, inner margin; Fig. 5.6), and Vat.
gr. 2189 (fol. 70r, outer margin; Fig. 5.7).

Fig. 5.5: Vat. gr. 1314, fol. 230r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

Fig. 5.6: Berol. gr. qu. 73, fol. 15v; © Biblioteka Jagiellofiska.
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Fig. 5.7: Vat. gr. 2189, fol. 70r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

An analogous behaviour is noticeable at Arist. Cat. 6b 19-27 Bekker, where the
category of relative things (ta mpdg 1) is discussed. Before commenting on this
passage, it is worth reproducing it here as it reads in the reference edition by
Minio-Paluello. The apparatus shows the variants occurring in the manuscripts
employed by Andronikos:

S0Kel 8¢ kol TO paAov 19

Kkai T TToV Embéxeadal T& TPOG TU* Bliotov Yap 20
paANov kal TTov AéyeTat, kai dvigov paAlov kol fTToV 21
AéyeTat, EKATEPOV QUT@V TIPOG TL GV* TO TE Yap OpOLOV 2
Twi dpotov AéyeTal kai TO GVIooV Tvi Gvioov. ol TavTa 23
8¢ émbéyetan TO pdAAov kal frTov: 24
70 yap SimAdaotov 25

o0 AéyeTat paAAov kai NTToV SImAdotov oU8E T@V ToLoVTWY 26
0VBEV. 27

‘It seems that relative things admit also the more and the less. Indeed, a similar thing is said
to be more or less similar and an unequal thing is said to be more or less unequal, each of
them being something relative. Indeed, the similar is said to be similar to something else
and the unequal is unequal to something else. However, not all of them admit the more and
the less: indeed, the double is not said to be more or less double, nor is any other thing of
the sort.’

20 post yap add. xai dvopotov Holk Vat1314 Berol Vat2189 21 ante kai Gvioov add. kai ioov
Holk Vat1314 Berol Vat2189 22 post AéyeTat scr. kai Gvigaitepov pdAAov kai fTToV AéyeTat
in textu Holk, in marg. add. Kallistos in Vat1314 Berol Vat2189: post Aéyetat scr. kai TO
Gvioov Twvi Aéyetat Gvioov supra lin. Holk? | €kdtepov in textu scr., €kaotov supra lin. add.
Kallistos in Vat1314: ék&tepov in €xaotov radendo corr. Kallistos in Vat2189 23 post Aéyetat
scr. kol 10 &vopolov Twi Gvopolov in textu Vat1314 Berol, in marg. add. Kallistos in Vat2189
| kot T Gvioov Twvi Gvioov] kal T Gvioaitepa ETEPWV TV@V Gvicwv dvicaitepa Holk, kai TO
Gvioov Twi Gvioov supra lin. add. Holk? : post Gvicov! in marg. add. Kallistos kai T&
Gvioaitepa £TEPWV TV Gvicaitepa in Vat1314 Berol Vat2189 24 post 8¢ add. T mpdg Tt
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Holk | ante fittov add. 16 Vat1314 Berol 26 o Aéyetar] ovk émbéyetal Vat1314 Berol |
uéAAov kot fiTTov] Td paAAov kai TO fTTov Vat1314 Berol | SutAdotov om. Vat1314 Berol

By comparing the readings shown in the apparatus it is clear that Andronikos
added in the manuscript Vat. gr. 2189 (fol. 83r) all the main textual novelties of
Vat. gr. 1314 (fol. 238r). These novelties mostly (albeit not exclusively) come from
the Holkhamensis (see fols 320v—321r), and had been already added recta via to
the Berolinensis (fol. 15v). The textual expansions at lines 22 and 23, which add,
respectively, to the adjective Gvioov (‘unequal’) the comparative &vicaitepov
(‘more unequal’), to dpotov (‘similar’), its opposite &vopotov (‘dissimilar’), and
again to &vioov (‘unequal’) the comparative (Gvioaitepa) in the plural, can be
compared also in this case with the anonymous paraphrase of the Categoriae that
was briefly mentioned above,* which exerted its influence on the text transmitted
by the Holkhamensis. However, the variant £kactov (Which appears supra lineam
in Vat. gr. 1314, absent from the Berolinensis and the Oxoniensis) might be a per-
sonal conjecture by Andronikos.*

Thus, if we try to rewrite the text according to the indications of Andronikos,
we obtain the following ‘enlarged’ version of the Aristotelian passage, deemed as
more correct by Kallistos:*

Boxel 8¢ kol 1O pdAAov 19

Kai TO TToV Embéxechal T& TPAG TI* BOLOV Yap <Kol AVOLOLOV> 20

udAov kai fTTov AéyeTal, <kai i6ov> kal &vicov pdAlov kai i TTov 21
Aéyetat, <kai dvioaitepov pdAAov kai RTTOV AéyeTar>, EkaoTov® abTdv mpog Tt dv*

76 1€ yap Opolov 2

\ \

Twi 6potov Aéyetat Kal 0 Gvopolov Tvi dvopotov <kai o Gvioov Tvi Gvioov
Kol TO AvioaiTepa ETEPWV TVOV Gvioaitepa>. o0 avta 23
8¢ &mbéxeTal T paANoV Kal TO fTTOV* 24
T0 yap Sumhdatov 25

32 See ed. Hayduck 1883, 32,11-16.

33 Indeed, éxdtepov is the reading unanimously transmitted by all the manuscripts (belonging
to several lines of transmission) containing the work that could be checked (about sixty manu-
scripts, copied from the ninth to the sixteenth century). I will mention here only the most author-
itative ones: Urb. gr. 35 (34r), Barb. gr. 87 (25v), Laur. 72.5 (33r), Par. gr. 1843 (9r), Laur. 71.3
(114v), Oxon. Barocci 177 (14v), Par. gr. 1897A (36v), Par. Coislin 327 (22v), Marc. gr. Z. 202 (113r),
Marc. gr. Z. 211 (138v). Only in one case I found a different combination in the genitive: ékxatépwv
6vtwv (pro avT@v): Vat. gr. 110 (279r).

34 A similar case of textual expansion, placed by Andronikos in the margins of the text of the
Ethica Nicomachea, which he copied in Mutin. a T.9.1 and collated with Ricc. 46, was recently
highlighted in Martinelli Tempesta 2016a, 224-227.

35 Written by Andronikos above ék&tepov.
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0UK EmbéxeTat TO paANOV Kai TO TTOV 0U8E TV TOLVTWY 26
o08Ev. 27

‘It seems that relative things admit also the more and the less. Indeed, a similar <or dissim-
ilar> thing is said to be more or less similar and an <equal or> unequal thing is said to be
more or less unequal <and more or less more unequal>, each of them being something rel-
ative. Indeed, the similar is said to be similar to something else and the dissimilar is dissim-
ilar to something else, <and the unequal is unequal to something else and the more unequal
things are more unequal than other ones>. However, not all of them admit the more and the
less: indeed, the double is not said to be more or less double, nor is any other thing of the
sort.’

5.2.3 Correcting books at Palla’s house: Three case studies

At the time of his acquaintance with Palla Strozzi, Kallistos managed, as previ-
ously mentioned,* to enrich his library with new works and to correct his books
by comparing them with those owned by Palla. Furthermore, he revised the text
of some of Palla’s books. We have already discussed® Kallistos’ reports of the tex-
tual lacunae occurring in the Aristotelian manuscript Par. gr. 1852 and in the Thu-
cydides Marc. gr. VII 5, two manuscripts that were surely part of Strozzi’s library.
In the following pages, I will show in more detail three case studies, which illus-
trate Andronikos’ textual criticism of literary and non-literary works while in
Padua.

5.2.3.1 Lucian

In the appendix to his study of Philostratus’ Vitae Sophistarum, Rudolf S. Stefec®
highlighted some time ago the presence of annotations written by Kallistos in
Vat. gr. 1324, which is an ancient parchment manuscript dated back to the tenth/
eleventh century® and containing Lucian’s Dialogi.® This manuscript is not un-
known to scholars: similarly to manuscript Par. gr. 1852 and Marc. gr. VII 5, it

36 Seesupra, §1.3.5and 2.2.2.

37 Seesupra, §5.2.1.

38 Stefec 2014, 176.

39 Jean Irigoin argued for the second half of the eleventh century (communication published in
the edition by Bompaire 1998).

40 In this footnote I shall illustrate the content of the manuscript: 1r De mercede conductis po-
tentium familiaribus (inc. mut.: TIPOXEPLOGUEVOG. EMEB&V 8¢ GoLToV Te [§ 26; 227,16—-17 Macleod]);
5v Tyrannicida; 11r Abdicatus; 20r Imagines; 25v Patriae encomium; 27v Demonax; 41r Gallus (inc.
mut.: droAeinew aiel OV veaviokov [§ 3; 251,17 Macleod)); 50r Bis accusatus sive tribunalia; 61r
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bears both the famous ‘Visto’ by Francesco da Lucca* and the bilingual title by
Chrysoloras.” The identification of the handwriting of Andronikos has relevant
consequences for the history of the Vaticanus in the fifteenth century: indeed, it
contributes to reinforce the hypothesis that Palla owned the book, as was already
suggested by Sosower,* and it therefore allows to locate it in Padua, at least in
the years in which Kallistos was surely in that city (namely 1457-1462, at inter-
vals).

An examination of the folios in which one can identify Andronikos’ interven-
tions shows what his activity in the manuscripts owned by Palla was like. First,
Kallistos proceeded to reorganise and reorder the quires of the manuscripts, the
order of which was seriously disturbed, as the manuscript was most probably un-
bound. This is demonstrated by the position of the first of the two bilingual titles,
which now appears in the middle of the manuscript, at fol. 73r. The manuscript
was, and still is, acephalous.** When Kallistos consulted it, it was necessary above
all to identify its content: at fols 72v—73r one can find a first indication written by
Andronikos, namely a reference sign added to establish the order of the text. An-
other catch-sign, which is moon-shaped, occurs between fols 104v and 105r. Kal-
listos was also the author of the Greek letters placed in the lower outer margins
in order to numerate the quires. Furthermore, at fol. 41r, in correspondence with
the beginning of the fifth quire (£'), one can identify Andronikos as the author of
the annotation ‘Acinel’, aimed at pointing out the loss of portions of the text.* Fi-
nally, one must identify Kallistos as the author of the numeration of the quires by
Greek letters placed in the lower external margins of the first folio of each quire.*

As far as the critical reading of Lucian’s short works and the philological ac-
tivity are concerned, to which the Vaticanus bears witness, one can observe sev-
eral corrections to the text of the works De luctu and Soloecista made by Kallistos.
I shall point out here that, in the case of some of these textual interventions (es-
pecially the restoration of the portions of text omitted by the scribe of Vat. gr.

Vitarum auctio; 68r Rhetorum praeceptor; 75r Revivescentes sive piscator; 87t Alexander; 100r De
luctu; 103v Prometheus; 108v Iudicium vocalium; 121v Soloecista; 124v Hercules; 126r Electrum.
41 See Manfrin and Speranzi 2019, 47 n. 75, 59.

42 For bibliography on biligual titles see Rollo 2017.

43 Sosower 1986, 150; the manuscript is among those marked with an asterisk, of which Palla
has been identified with some doubt as the owner.

44 The text of De mercede conductis potentium familiaribus begins at fol. 1r with the words
TIPOYELPLOGUEVOG. EMEldav 8¢ dolTov Te (§ 26; 227,16—-17 Macleod).

45 For this type of intervention of textual ‘reorganisation’ by Andronikos, see supra, § 5.2.1.

46 1shall point out here the presence of one further quire-and-leaf-numeration in the centre of
the lower margin, applied by a Western hand.
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1324), Andronikos could resort to a manuscript that was part of his book collec-
tion, namely Par. gr. 3011 (fourteenth century). Indeed, I verified the correspond-
ence of certain passages from the text, which make the hypothesis of the deriva-
tion from the Parisinus more than likely.*

There are other cases, however, in which Kallistos’ interventions cannot be
explained on the grounds of the textual facies transmitted by the Parisinus; in
fact, they appear to be the results of a personal reflection while working on Vat.
gr. 1324. His accurate re-attribution of the lines of the dialogue between the two
main characters of the Soloecista, namely Lucian himself and the sophist, can be
considered a mark of Andronikos’ thoughtful reading of the work. The first case
occurs at chapter 3 (167,4 Macleod), a passage in which the Vaticanus attributes
to the sophist a portion of the line GAAG PRV pebfika Betv Aayw Taxewg (‘And yet I
let a hare run fast’); Kallistos proceeded to attribute the line to Lucian — a choice
supported by all modern editors of the work — without relying on the text copied
at fol. 171v of Par. gr. 3011, in which the line was attributed to the sophist, as in
the case of the Vaticanus. Shortly thereafter, at Soloecista 4 (167,12-13 Macleod),
the words TabTa pév obk oida g Aéyelg £yw 8¢ moAAovg 18 cohowkilovTag
katevonoa (‘I do not know what you mean by saying this. [ have already observed
many committing a solecism’), attributed to Lucian, were ascribed by Kallistos to
the sophist; in this case, Andronikos’ choice was grounded on Par. gr. 3011 (fol.
171v) and is supported by all modern editors. As far as the distribution of the lines
is concerned there is constant agreement between Andronikos’ choices (both ac-
cording to and against the text of the Parisinus) and the modern editors of the
work. At Soloecista 10 (line 174,4 Macleod), the words éyw pev oUk £xw eineiv (‘1
do not know what to say’) are correctly attributed to the sophist, against the Pa-
risinus; at chapter 11 (175,14-15 Macleod), the words kai 0pBdg ye fikovoag. GAAK
TO KGOLooV ToD KGONCO Slaépely Enui (‘You heard right. But I say that ‘kafioov’
and ‘kéOnoo’ are different’) are correctly attributed to Lucian, in this case in
agreement with the Parisinus.

47 1 shall list here a few examples. De luctu 18 (314,28-29 Macleod): after ndtep Kallistos re-
stored the words oUk ofet TOAD dAnBéatepa kol yeholdtepa Ekelvwv £petv, omitted in the Vati-
canus; the variant yeloitepa (against yevvauotepa printed by Macleod) also occurs in Par. gr.
3011 (fol. 150r). Soloecista 9 (172,11 Macleod): in the clause Ti yap oUk &v émtpémnoyu Kallistos
restored supra lineam the negation o0k, which is necessary to make sense of the passage and
also occurs in Par gr. 3011 (172v); the same reasoning applies to the restoration of yap at So-
loecista 10 (172,15 Macleod). At Soloecista 10 (175,2 Macleod) the omission due to saut du méme
au méme of the words ntote 8¢ T pn kupiw — regularly occurring in Par. gr. 3011 (fol. 173r) — was
corrected.
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The situation at Soloecista 10 (lines 174,13-175,3 Macleod) is more complex.
Lucian just finished showing the sophist the difference between the expressions
UBpilew Tva (‘exert violence on somebody, directly’) and vBpilew ig Tva (‘exert
violence on somebody, by materially exerting the violence on someone who is
connected with this person’). Thus, the action of exchanging/substituting
(bmaAAGtTeW) the two expressions, erroneously considered to be interchangea-
ble, is described as a solecism. Then, a pun follows: it is about the meaning of
vnaAattewy and évaAlaTtewy, and its meaning is not immediately clear. I will
show now the situation of Vat. gr. 1324 (fol. 124r), ante and post correctionem,

before commenting on Andronikos’ interventions (see Table 5.2).

Table 5.2: The text of Lucian’s Soloecista before and after the correction of Kallistos.

Vat. gr. 1324 ante Callisti correctionem

Vat. gr. 1324 post Callisti correctionem

Luc. Ap’ olv kai TolTo KaTAVOETS, 811 TO
tadta UmaAAdttely goAotkidew kahodolv;
Soph. AMG viv eicopat.

Luc. A0TO 8¢ 10 évoAAGTIELY;

Soph. 'Epol pév tautov Aéyetv OEeL.

Luc. Kai mdq av &in tautov 10 UmarAdttew
10 EvaAAGTTELY, £imep 10 pév ETépou mpog
£tepov yiyvetat, 1ol pi 6pOod Tpog 1o
0pO0v, 10 8¢ ToU PR Gvtog TPOG TO Gv;
Soph. Katépadov 611 10 pév UTaAAGTTEWY TO
i kUptov avti tol kupiou Aéyev €ativ, 10
& évaMAATTIEWY TIOTE pPEV T KUpiy < ... >
xpiiofat.

Luc. So, do you also understand this, that
we call solecism the action of exchanging
these things?

Soph. Well, | understand it now.

Luc. Is ‘changing’ the same thing?

Soph. I think it would mean the same
thing.

Luc. And how could ‘exchanging’ and
‘changing’ mean the same thing, if the
latter means that something changes
towards something else, like something

Luc. Ap’ olv kai TolTo KaTAVOETS, 811 TO
tadta UmaAAdttely goAoikidewv kahodolv;
Soph. AMG viv eicopat.

Luc. AUTO 8¢ 10 UmoaAAGTTEw <€f TIg
EvoAAdTTev Aéyel, Tl ool 0Eetev Gy
Ayewv;>

Soph. 'Epol pév tautov Aéyetv OEeL.

Luc. Kai @ Gv &in tautov 10 UmarAdttew
10 EvaAAdTTew, eimep 10 pév ETépou mpog
£tepov yiyvetat, tod priy 6pOod Tpog 10
0pO0Gv, 10 8¢ ToU PR Gvtog TPOg 0 Gv;
Soph. KatépaBov 6T 10 pév UmaAAGTIEY TO
i KUptov avti tol kupiou Aéyev €ativ, 10
& EvaAAGTTEWY TTOTE pPEV Q) KUpil, <TTOTE 8¢
0 pn Kupig> xpiicoat.

Luc. So, do you also understand this, that
we call solecism the action of exchanging
these things?

Soph. Well, | understand it now.

Luc. «If one called this ‘exchanging’
‘changing’, what do you think that would
mean?>

Soph. I think it would mean the same
thing.

Luc. And how could ‘exchanging’ and
‘changing’ mean the same thing, if the
latter means that something changes
towards something else, like something
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Vat. gr. 1324 ante Callisti correctionem Vat. gr. 1324 post Callisti correctionem
incorrect towards something correct, incorrect towards something correct,
whereas the former means replacing whereas the former means replacing
something which is not correct with something which is not correct with
something that is correct? something that is correct?
Soph. I learned that ‘exchanging’ means Soph. I learned that ‘exchanging’ means
saying something improper instead of saying something improper instead of
something correct, whereas ‘changing’ something correct, whereas ‘changing’
means resorting occasionally to something means resorting occasionally to something
proper <...>. proper <and sometimes to something im-
proper>.

The correction of é&vaAA&TTewy into taAAGTTEWY and the restoration of the words
el TIg évaAhaTTewy Aéyel, Ti ool 86Eeiev v Aéyewv by Andronikos, which are not
found either in Par. gr. 3011 (fol. 173r) or in the other manuscript witnesses, are
registered in critical apparatuses as noteworthy innovations, displaying their af-
finity with the conjectures made by modern editors.*® The textual intervention is
certainly bold; nevertheless, it aims at making the transition to the explanation
of difference between vraAAdtTewV and évaAlaTTewy less abrupt.

Kallistos’ corrections, which are apparently isolated within the manuscript
transmission, have accurately been registered in critical apparatuses as interven-
tions by the main corrector of the vetustus Vaticanus; they were occasionally ap-
preciated by scholars and sometimes ended up in the text. A complete list of his
interventions, beyond the aforementioned ones, goes beyond the research scope
of the present study; however, one last relevant case will be shown.

At a certain point of his work, Lucian illustrates the way in which the other-
wise unknown Socrates of Mopsos reacted to solecisms, by thus satirising and
polemizing against those who expressed themselves improperly. Then, a number
of expressions are shown in which the terms natp@og, natplwtng, and pedbong
(masc. nom.) are employed incorrectly.” At Soloecista 5 (168,16-17 Macleod),
however, all the Greek manuscripts present a serious textual damage, which still
leaves the readers of the work unsatisfied. The text of the OCT edition, modified
by means of conjectures by Macleod, reads £tépov 8¢ <... Aéyovtog> AéovTag,
Simhaoialetg, £pn, Toug Aéovtag, whereas the CUF edition by Bompaire reads
£Tépov B¢ <...> Aéovtag eindvrog, Sumhaoialels, £, Toug Aéovtag; in both cases

48 Beyond the apparatus of the reference edition by Matthew D. Macleod, see also the critical
apparatus of the more recent edition of the work (Bompaire 1998, 253).

49 The correct terms would be, respectively: ndtplog, mohitng, pebvong (fem. gen.); see the com-
mentary by Bompaire 1998, 342-343.



210 — From the Desk of a Byzantine Philologist

the obscure meaning of the passage would be close to ‘and when another one
said “lions”, he [sc. Socrates] replied: “You duplicate the lions™’. The original sol-
ecism (which is corrupted in the whole manuscript transmission) hides behind
the letters that formed in the end the word Aéovtag. Now, in the Vaticanus (fol.
122v) — which, as previously said, stands among the most authoritative witnesses
to the text of Lucian’s Opuscula — the passage reads in a similarly unsatisfactory
manner: £€tepov 8€ovtag SImAaoalel, £@n, Toug Aéyovtag. All the extant manu-
scripts (including Andronikos’ copy, i.e. Par. gr. 3011)*° are of no help in this case.
Kallistos intervened by correcting ope ingenii the entire sentence, inserting and
replacing words both in the main text and in the interlinear space. This is his final
rendering: £T€pov 8¢ £kAeAoxOTaG £iMOVTOG, BIMAKGIGLELS, £@N, TOUG EEhoyOTOG
(‘and when another one said “those who have chosen”, he [sc. Socrates] replied:
“You duplicate those who have chosen™). In this case, there is a pun about the
ambiguity caused by the presence of the reduplication -Ae-, considered not suit-
able for the formation of the perfect tense (which would already have been indi-
cated as £ihoya, according to classical usage). Andronikos’ conjecture, which was
stimulated by his understanding of the technical meaning of the verb 8imAaotalw,
is unparalleled in the manuscript transmission. It was favoured by some of the
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century editors of the work, such as Reit, Lehmann,
and Bekker; however, it did not convince the modern editors (Macleod and
Bompaire).

5.2.3.2 Planudes

It is interesting to observe that such a learned man as Kallistos, who worked as a
Greek teacher for some years in his life, corrected not only manuscripts contain-
ing literary texts but also those on rhetorical and grammatical subjects. It is the
case of Urb. gr. 151,°' a manuscript of the fourteenth century, associated to the
entourage of Nikephoros Gregoras, which transmits the works Dialogus grammat-
icalis and De syntaxi authored by Maximos Planudes. These texts were revised by
Andronikos, who apparently altered the text by conjecture, as shown by the anal-
ysis of a number of passages.>

50 This is the unsatisfactory reading transmitted in the manuscript Par. gr. 3011 (fol. 172r):
£tepov 8¢ Gvtag Simhaoiadet, £@n, Tovg AéyovTag.

51 See Bianconi 2004, 348-355, Bianconi 2005a and Bianconi 2005b, 190-192. An overview on
Gregoras’ library is now in Bianconi 2021. For the ‘visto’ by Francesco da Lucca in this manuscript
see Manfrin and Speranzi 2019, 47 n. 75, 59.

52 For all the necessary comparisons, I consulted other witnesses to the Planudean texts which
contain either both writings (Dialogus + De syntaxi: Bonon. 2638, Vat. gr. 97, Vat. gr. 113, Urb. gr.
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At fol. 9v, Kallistos’ first intervention occurs. Planudes is defining the rela-
tionships among tenses. One type of relationship is presented, related to the de-
velopment of the action, in which, on the one hand, the present is linked to the
imperfect (both, indeed, are tenses in which the development of the action is still
‘progressive’) and, on the other hand, the perfect is linked to the pluperfect (the
development of the action is in this case ‘punctual’). However, the text clearly
states that there are other ways to relate tenses. The passage corrected by Kallis-
tos (= Dialogus, 13,7-14,15 Bachmann, who employed Par. Suppl. gr. 70 for his
edition), in which a possible ‘alternative’ relationship is presented, is transmitted
by the Urbinas as follows:*

0V ToUTW 8¢ povw T@ Adyw kéxpnvtat (kéxpnTat Par) mpog &GAARAoug, GAAK 81 kai EVaANGE
6 avTOg £€0Ti AOYoG TAPATHTIKG TIPOG LMepoLVTEAKOV, & (8¢ Par) mapakewévy mpog
EVEGT@TA. Kol Yap 0TIV &V 01 PPACL TOV TAPAKEWEVWY AXPBAVOHEVWY GVTL EVECTWTWY,
0 Kkai peydAnv adT@v SnAol THV ouyyévelav, Aéyw 8¢ TadTta sivar TO ‘6é8oika, MEQUKQ,
mEnof’ kal T& TowdTA. Ol TOUTWV VMEPCUVTEAIKOL GVTL TIOPAKEWEVWY TAPadOXfg
aobvtal, 10 Te ‘€8eboikey’ SnAadn kal ‘Ene@ikey’ kal ‘€nenolbev’.

However, they do not have only this reciprocal relationship, so the same crosswise relation-
ship relates the imperfect and pluperfect tenses, and the perfect and present tenses. Indeed,
it is found in those verbs for which one employs the perfect instead of the present — some-
thing that shows how profound their relationship is. I mean the following forms: ¢80k,
TIEPUKQ, TiEmoBa, and similar. Use of pluperfect forms of these verbs instead of perfect ones
is admitted, namely £8e8oikewv and €ne@ikely and énemoibetv.

Kallistos corrects the reading of the manuscript, &vti mopokepévwy (‘instead of
perfect ones’) by &vTi mapatatik@v (‘instead of imperfect ones’). Thus, a certain
type of relationship is restored (present—perfect vs. imperfect—pluperfect), which
exists when the perfect functions as the present and, analogously, the pluperfect
functions as the imperfect. A very positive judgement about this textual interven-
tion, which follows the logic of the discourse and could therefore be a conjecture,
is supported by other manuscripts containing the same work.* The false reading
napokewévwy, which is peculiar to the Urbinas and other manuscripts of the

152, Laur. 57.24, Par. gr. 2562, Par. Coislin 192, Matr. 4639) or only one of them (manuscripts con-
taining only the Dialogus: Vat. gr. 15, Laur. 55.7, Laur. 56.3, Laur. San Marco 314, Monac. gr. 499;
manuscripts containing only the De syntaxi: Par. gr. 2562).

53 The readings of the Parisinus are between brackets.

54 The correct reading &vti mapatatik@v also occurs Vat. gr. 15 (112v), Laur. 55.7 (388r), Laur.
57.24 (77v), Matr. 4639 (8v), and Monac. gr. 499 (282r).



212 —— From the Desk of a Byzantine Philologist

work,” must have been caused by the misreading of the abbreviation of the end-
ing of the word mapatatik®v.*® Other minor corrections, not always right, of a
number of passages, in which Homeric quotes are employed to illustrate gram-
matical phaenomena, seem to be of conjectural nature.

At De syntaxi 107,7-15 Bachmann, Planudes takes as an example of pleonasm
the Iliadic verse 9, 70 8aivu Saita yépovatv: £owke Tol, ol Tol dewkég (‘make thou
a feast for the elders; this were but right and seemly for thee’; transl. by A. T.
Murray). Planudes emphasises that the expression ov Tot deikég (lit. ‘it is not un-
seemly’) is basically useless, as it does not add anything new to the meaning of
£oké ToL, by commenting: TO yap ‘o0Tol Aeke apENKeL, iy TAéov SnAoDv ToD
‘€owke’. The passage displays numerous errors in the Urbinas (fol. 59r). The Ho-
meric quote appears in an abridged and corrupt form: 8aivv Taita (sic) yépovov
£owké T1G. The absence of the final part of the line (oD Tot &eikég), which repre-
sented the raison d’étre of this exemplum of pleonasm, is most problematic. Fur-
thermore, Planudes’ judgement (T6 yap ‘oiTol GelkéG’ mapéAkel, P mAEov SnAodv
10D ‘€owke’) is missing, which explained expressis verbis the present case. First,
Andronikos proceeded to correct Taita by 8aita, and then, in an effort to make
sense of the exemplum, he inserted after yépouowv the remark 16 yap ‘Soita’
nepLocdv, by therefore identifying the word ‘lunch/meal’ as the pleonasm of the
clause ‘make thou a feast for the elders’. It is obvious that such an intervention,
carried out in an attempt to amend a locus desperatus of the text, does not pre-
suppose the comparison with other witnesses of the work, which could have eas-
ily allowed him to amend the passage. Kallistos’ solution does not take into ac-
count the use of the verb Saivupt, which in Homer customarily governs an
accusative and cannot therefore be part of an absolute construction.”

Noteworthy at fol. 61r (Fig. 5.8) are four textual interventions, occurring in
close succession and inspired by a single principle: filling in the loci fenestrati of
the manuscript by inserting Homeric quotes, which could explain the grammati-
cal phaenomenon illustrated by the author. In this section (111,19-27 Bachmann),
Planudes deals with specific uses of the enclitic particle nep and the conjunctions

55 The wrong reading GvTi mapakepévwy also occurs in Vat. gr. 97 (199v), Vat. gr. 113 (41v),
Laur. 56.3 (5v), Urb. gr. 152 (275v), Laur. San Marco 314 (38r), and Par. Coislin 192 (188r).

56 Noteworthy in this respect is the graphic situation of the manuscript Par. gr. 2562 (113r), in
which the abbreviation is not interpreted and the text simply reads avrti mapa (sic, spat. post napa
relicto).

57 Andronikos’ intervention has no parallel in the manuscripts I have employed for the com-
parison: Bonon. 2638 (88v), Vat. gr. 97 (232v), Vat. gr. 113 (66v), Urb. gr. 152 (306v), Laur. 57.24
(106r), Par. gr. 2562 (129r), Par. Coislin 192 (243r), Matr. 4639 (45v).
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Aot and pév. A comparison with other manuscripts of the work leads one to be-
lieve that also in this case the textual interventions were made ope ingenii.
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Fig. 5.8: Urb. gr. 151, fol. 61r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

In the case of the enclitic mep, Andronikos inserts the line pr| §'ovtwg &yadog mep
éwv BeoeikeN’ AyiAAed, which occurs twice in Homer (at Il. 1,131 and 19,155, but
with the form 81]) and had a discreet fortune in the Greek and Byzantine gram-
matical treatises.’® Most of the manuscript transmission presents a lacuna® in this
passage, like the Urbinas, whereas in the edition by Bachmann, based on Par.
Suppl. gr. 70, one reads part of another Homeric line having ostensibly the same
explanatory function: Néotopa 8§ ovk €habev iayn mivovtd mep (= Il 14,1).°
Shortly thereafter, the manuscript transmission displays a lacuna also in the case
of the line that was originally selected for the conjunction fito..! In this case, Kal-
listos decided to add fitol pavtv £peiopev A kai dvelportdlov (see Il. 1,63-64);
also this line frequently occurs in the exegetical tradition.®? The same situation
occurs in the two examples of the use of pév (111,25 and 111,27 Bachmann). The

58 See Mich. Sync. De synt. 202 (1741-1745 Donnet); Choerob. Proleg. 276,22-26 Hilgard.

59 It is the case with Bonon. 2638 (91r), Vat. gr. 97 (234r), Vat. gr. 113 (67v), Urb. gr. 152 (308r),
Laur. 57.24 (107v), Par. Coislin 192 (245r).

60 Other manuscripts have different corrections of the passage: for instance, mss. Par. gr. 2562
(130r) and Matr. 4639 (47v) contain a different Homeric quote in this passage (GAA& @ilov nep
£6vTa Kai aideia pevélaov | verkéow [I1L X 14-15]), which also enjoyed, albeit for different rea-
sons, a discreet fortune within the grammatical tradition (see Herodian, Eustathius, Choerobo-
scus).

61 Inaddition to the Urbinas, the lacuna also appears in the following manuscripts: Bonon. 2638
(91r), Vat. gr. 97 (234r), Vat. gr. 113 (67v), Urb. gr. 152 (308r), Laur. 57.24 (107v), Par. gr. 2562 (130r),
Par. Coislin 192 (245r), Matr. 4639 (47v; however, in this case Konstantinos Laskaris filled the
lacuna by writing fitot dyaBov fi @adAov).

62 It will be enough here to make reference to the scholia vetera (A 62-63ab Erbse).
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two fenestrae of the Urbinas® were filled in by Andronikos by means of portions
of other two Iliadic lines (respectively, aAA& oV pév vov Tv8e Be@® mpdeg [= 1,127]
and oV yap nwnoT &uag Bolg fAacav ov8e pév inmoug [1,154]), of which the first
was known to Greek and Byzantine grammarians.*

At 127,26-34 Bachmann (fol. 69v), the text deals with an issue related to the
expression of the partitive. Planudes shows the use of the nominative instead of
the genitive: 1 pévtol TV Gpyxaiwv adTovopia Kol AvTi YeVIKTG mMANOuvTIK@V
evBeiav EvioTte mpooébnkav, wg “Ounpog (= Od. XII 73) ‘ot 8¢ SVo okomelor’ GvTi
Tob ‘800 okoméAwV’. In this case, the Urbinas stops after ox6melot and has a blank
space roughly corresponding to one line and a half.®® Andronikos proceeded to
complete the line by adding the words 6 pév, £ig 00pavov edpLV ikavel, in which
the preposition €ig is also present; this explicitly expresses the local meaning of
the complement but does not fit into the structure of the hexameter. The error was
not caused due to the text of the manuscript of the Odyssey belonging to Androni-
kos.® Furthermore, one can observe that Konstantinos Laskaris made the same
mistake, when he analogously restored the second half of the line in his Matr.
4639 (55v), containing the treatise authored by Planudes: even in this case, one
can rule out that Konstantinos found the reading in his Homeric manuscript.® It
is noteworthy that the presence of the preposition €ig within the Homeric line is
attested in the recent exegetical tradition of Theocritus (see schol. recent. ad Id. 1,
48-49 Ahrens), and that the same reading also occurs in the manuscript, belong-
ing to Kallistos, containing the scholia to Theocritus.®® In the case of both An-
dronikos and Konstantinos, the error may have been caused by a mnemonic pro-
cess,® by which the preposition was naturally explicit, but on which also the

63 Shared by the Bachmann edition and the other witnesses: Bonon. 2638 (91r), Vat. gr. 97
(234r), Vat. gr. 113 (67v), Urb. gr. 152 (308r), Laur. 57.24 (107v), Par. gr. 2562 (130r), Par. Coislin
192 (245rv), Matr. 4639 (47v; one should observe how Laskaris inserted also in this case one Ili-
adic line, GAAot pév pa Beol [= 2,1], which is different from that chosen by Andronikos, but which
also occurs in grammatical works).

64 See Herod. De prosod. cath. 111 430,26-431,3 Lentz; Choerob. Proleg. 24,24-31 and 362,8-10
Hilgard.

65 The same blank space is found in the following manuscripts: Vat. gr. 97 (241r), Vat. gr. 113
(72v), Urb. gr. 152 (314r), Laur. 57.24 (113r), Par. gr. 2562 (133r), Par. Coislin 192 (255v), Matr. 4639
(55v).

66 Mutin. a P.5.19 (fol. 971).

67 Matr. 4565 (fol. 173r).

68 Lips. gr. 34 (fol. 43v).

69 After all, the phrase €ig oUpavov gvpvv is a frequent Homeric clausula: see Il. 3,364; 5,867;
7,178; 7,201; 19,257, 21,272; 21,522.
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reading coming from the exegetical tradition to Theocritus may have exerted its
influence.

Finally, the light correction made shortly later, at the end of the exemplum
(127,34-35) of the use of the partitive, seems to be of conjectural nature. The text
of the Urbinas reads: opoiwg yap kai &l Tig Aéyot ‘600 adeAgol, O pév mpeaBitepog,
0 8¢ vewTepog kakiav Tolel. By interpreting also the words kakiav Tolel as in-
cluded in the exemplum, Andronikos considered it appropriate to insert supra lin-
eam the word dpeTnv after mpeoButepog, by thus corroborating the polar opposi-
tion between the kakiav of the vewTepog and the &petr|v of the mpeoBiTtepog.’

5.2.3.3 Plato
It is perhaps not inconvenient to close this section with Par. gr. 1811 (fourteenth
century), a manuscript provided with a bilingual title added by Chrysoloras and
of which the temporary inclusion within the library of Palla Strozzi — considered
to be possible but never conclusively demonstrated — is still debated. The manu-
script,”* a witness to the text of Plato’s Dialogi copied by the so-called ‘scribe F’
and annotated during the fifteenth century, in order, by Manuel Chrysoloras,
Francesco Filelfo, Andronikos Kallistos,” and Carlo Valguglio, attracted on sev-
eral occasions the attention of various scholars of the transmission of Platonic
works. Scholars unanimously identified this manuscript as the model of the Al-
dine edition (1513) prepared by Markos Musuros, on par with another manuscript,
Marc. gr. Z. 186, Bessarion’s ‘working copy’. As is known, the results of Bes-
sarion’s philological activity, carried out with the help of the hieromonk Grego-
rios, would end up in the definitive copy of the Platonic text, which Bessarion
had transcribed by Iohannes Rhosos during the second half of the 1450s:" this is
the manuscript Marc. gr. Z. 184.

By temporarily suspending judgement about the inclusion of the manuscript
within the library of Palla Strozzi, one can try to answer other questions. Indeed,
scholars debated the potential connection between Andronikos’ annotations in

70 The word dpeTrv is absent from all the manuscripts that I employed for the comparison: Vat.
gr. 97 (241r), Vat. gr. 113 (72v), Urb. gr. 152 (314r), Laur. 57.24 (113r), Par. gr. 2562 (133r), Par. Coislin
192 (255v), Matr. 4639 (55v).

71 See the bibliography summarised infra, § 6.2 (catalogue entry no. 91).

72 The identification is in Brockmann 1992, 27.

73 The dating is easily obtained by combining the biographical elements related to the move-
ments of Rhosos, who worked on behalf of Bessarion in Rome around 1457; one should also take
into consideration the titles of Bessarion, who is therein called ‘cardinal of Tusculum’ (see supra,
§2.1.3).
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the margins of Par. gr. 1811 and Bessarion’s manuscripts, as suggested by Stefano
Martinelli Tempesta.” The analysis of Andronikos’ annotations, compared with
the text transmitted by mss. Marc. gr. Z. 185, 186, and 189 and by the Aldine edi-
tion, could not rule out that Kallistos found the corrections within the manu-
scripts of Bessarion. A few significant examples will be shown here.”

In the margins of fol. 69v (Politicus 277d 10) Andronikos pointed out that the
variant 8edénke was preferable to the one transmitted by the manuscript,
dednAwke. Marc. gr. Z. 185 (fol. 130v) reads in the main text 8¢8nkev, which was
corrected at a later stage with 8¢8nkev by another hand; and a third hand anno-
tated in the margin yp. kot 8e8fAwkev. The reading 8edénke occurs in mss. Marc.
gr. Z.186 and 189 (respectively at fol. 109v and fol. 108r) and was eventually opted
for in the Aldine edition.

At fol. 73r (Politicus 286b 5), the passive indicative aorist £uviodnpev is cor-
rected by pvnobapev (a correction accepted by modern editors of the work). The
reading pvnoB@pev is present in both Marc. gr. Z. 185 (132r) and Marc. gr. Z. 186
(112r), in the latter as a correction from éuvrigbnpev. Marc. gr. Z. 189 also contains
£uvnoBnuev (111r). In this case, Musuros’ choice in the Aldine edition, in which
the reading &uvrobnpuev was printed, does not correspond to Andronikos’ choice.
At the same time, there are no elements on the grounds of which one could main-
tain that the sources employed by Andronikos for the textual supplementation of
Par. gr. 1811 were surely the Marciani manuscripts. At least in principle, small
clues may support different scenarios.

In the case of the supplementation of an erroneously omitted passage at Sym-
posium 190d 1-2 (113r, vOv pev yap avTtovg, £@n, Slatepd Sixa EkaoTov, Gua pev
Gobevéatepot £0ovtal), the correspondence between the marginale by Androni-
kos and the text of the Marciani is not perfect. All of Bessarion’s manuscripts,
indeed, read the conjunction kai before Gya;’ the same also applies to the Aldine
edition. It is not possible to establish if the omission was due to Kallistos or was
caused by the consultation of a model which also lacked the kai. Analogously, in
the supplementation of the text omitted due to a saut du méme au méme (yévog—

74 See Martinelli Tempesta 1997, 184 n. 13. The hypothesis of a connection was spontaneously
formulated also because in Marc. gr. Z. 186 — composed of codicological units datable to differ-
ent periods — Andronikos himself was responsible for the copy of Phaedrus.

75 In this short note I deal with a few cases of simple restorations of portions of text that were
erroneously omitted in Par. gr. 1811. In the margins of fol. 72r Andronikos filled the lacuna occur-
ring at Politicus 284a 8-b 1 because of a saut du méme au méme (petpiov—pétpov). Analogously,
at fol. 110bisv is supplemented the omitted text corresponding to Philebus 49e 6-8 (in this case,
the saut du méme au méme runs from ye to ye).

76 See Marc. gr. Z. 185 (187r), Marc. gr. Z. 186 (190r), Marc. gr. Z. 189 (192v).
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y€vog) at Phaedo 82b 6-7 (1] Tov PHEAITTOV 1] GONKOV f| HUPUIKWV, Kai €IG TaUTOV
ye maAw 16 dvBpwmvov yévog),” the disjunctive |, unanimously present in the
Marciani’® and the Aldine edition, is absent from the marginale added by Kallistos
at fol. 264v before kai €ig ToUTOV.

Particularly interesting, albeit for different reasons, is a supplementation at
Charmides 167b 2-3, which has already been pointed out by David J. Murphy. The
text of the Parisinus (fol. 174r), 6T1 oide ¥ OTSSV, was corrected by Andronikos to
8T 0ibe <kal 6TL 00>k 0idev, a phrasing which — one may suspect — is of conjec-
tural nature and which has no parallels in the manuscript transmission,” on
which both the text of the Aldine and the Latin translation authored by Marsilio
Ficino (ut quae quisque novit et quae non novit nosse et item non nosse cognoscat)
depend.®® Martinelli Tempesta significantly emphasised the close proximity of
the text of Par. gr. 1811 to the Latin translation of Lysis, also authored by Ficino.®
These details lead the discourse towards another aspect of the study of the Paris-
inus. As far as its history in the Quattrocento is concerned, everything would sug-
gest that it was kept in Florence during the last quarter of that century. This hy-
pothesis is based on the combination of philological, palaeographic, and
prosopographic observations. Par. gr. 1811, whether it belonged to Palla or not,
could have ended up in the Aldine milieu after passing through Florence, and
Andronikos, who taught in that city from 1471 to 1474, could therefore be the com-
mon denominator of all these elements.

If this hypothesis were proven correct, one could make sense of the fact that
the manuscript was owned by the Brescian humanist Carlo Valgulio (for a repro-
duction of an annotation in his hand see below [Fig. 5.9]).%2 Having strong ties to

77 In the passage, ToauTov is not provided with a coronis, according to the custom of Byzantine
orthography.

78 See Marc. gr. Z. 185 (37r), Marc. gr. Z. 186 (36v). The entire passage 81e 2—82c 1 is missing in
Marc. gr. Z. 189.

79 See the situation in the manuscripts of Bessarion: Marc. gr. Z. 186 (306r) originally read 61t
018ev K'0VK 0ibev before the phrase KoUK oidev was deleted; Marc. gr. Z. 189 (329r) reads &1t o0k
0i8ev; in Marc. gr. Z. 185 this dialogue is missing.

80 See Murphy 2002, 151-152 and Murphy 2007, 223.

81 See Martinelli Tempesta 1997, 171

82 To the Latin annotations at fols 98r, 158r, 240r, 258r, 259r ascribed to Valgulio by Speranzi — see
the record published online for the website of the project Philelfiana (<http://philelfiana.unimc.it/>,
accessed on 27 March 2023) — we shall add the Greek marginalia found at fols <117v, 142v, 202r>.
This handwriting displaying similarities with that of Demetrios Chalkondyles can be easily com-
pared with Valgulio’s autograph Vat. lat. 5671 (see e.g. fol. 57r); the palaographic connection
between the handwriting of Valgulio and that of Chalkondyles is discussed in Vorobyev 2016,
53-54, 227, 297.



218 —— From the Desk of a Byzantine Philologist

the Florentine context and the Medici family, Valgulio was a fellow student of
Ficino and the dedicatee of a Greek epigram composed by Poliziano® (a former
student of Andronikos). A few years later he also established close contacts with
Ianos Laskaris,® who took over at least two manuscripts belonging to the collec-
tion of Andronikos, namely the manuscript Par. gr. 2038, another manuscript
used as Vorlage of the Aldine edition (in this case that of Aristotle), and Par. gr.
2715.%

Fig. 5.9: Par. gr. 1811, fol. 117v; © Bibliothéque nationale de France.

A previously neglected element can support this hypothesis. It is certain indeed
that at least another manuscript, which ended up on Andronikos’ desk (perhaps
it was owned by him) went at a later stage to the collection of Valgulio. It is the
case of Perus. H 19, a manuscript of the fifteenth century which transmits Oppian
and was copied in the middle of the century by a Byzantine scribe who, I believe,
should be identified with that <Antonios> already registered in reference cata-
logues.® On this occasion, <Kallistos> proceeded to add, with dark red ink, the
title of the work (Ommavod Kvvnyetik@v &) at fol. 2r (Fig. 5.10).%

83 See Pontani 2002, 10-16.

84 See Pontani 1992, 407-408, 415-416. The role played by Valgulio and Laskaris in the events
related to the text of Plato and to the manuscript Par. gr. 1811 was already highlighted by Marti-
nelli Tempesta 1997, 182-184.

85 See supra, §3.6.1.2.

86 See RGK III 45 (with a specimen coming from Vat. gr. 912).

87 For another reproduction, see Proietti 2016, plate XXI. Another scribe wrote the titles occur-
ring at fols 21r (dmmavod kuvnyeTik@v 8ebtepov), 51r ([...] Tpitov) and 58v ([...] TétapTov) with a
lighter red ink.
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Fig. 5.10: Perus. H 19, fol. 2r; © Biblioteca Comunale Augusta.

It is easy to identify the name of the last known owner of the fifteenth century,
who was precisely <Carlo Valgulio>, as attested by the ex libris at fol. 73r yapoAov
BaAyouhiov.® We do not know the circumstances in which the manuscript ended
up in Perugia, where it was already mentioned in the old inventories (such as the
one dated to about 1634). However, it is known that several other manuscripts,
which are today kept at the Biblioteca comunale Augusta, come from the monas-
tery of San Pietro in Perugia; it might be relevant that at least another manuscript
of the collection of that monastery, namely the current Vat. gr. 1585, belonged to
Ianos Laskaris.®

5.3 Editing texts

5.3.1 Theocritus

The paramount role of the work of Theocritus within the didactic and philological
activity of Andronikos has been mentioned on more than one occasion in the pre-
vious pages. First, I made reference to his contemporaries, who enthusiastically
testified to his teaching activity in Bologna in the 1450s and 1460s.”® The recent
discovery of the handwriting of Andronikos in the recollectae of Laur. 66.31 —
which transmit, besides commented translations of Homer and Demosthenes, the

88 In this case, one must correct the data provided by Proietti 2016, 159 (in which the person is
not identified and the name is given in the wrong form yapéhov BaAyovAéov, with epsilon instead
of omicron [in the name] and iota [in the surname]). The connection of the manuscript with Val-
gulio can be now explicitly stated. For the correctness of the spelling X&poAog with initial chi
and aspirated pronunciation, see also the epigram by Poliziano quoted supra.

89 Identification by Canart 1979, 147-148; on the manuscript see now also Stefec 2012d, 504—
506, 510, 523.

90 See supra, §1.1and 1.4.
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notes taken by an anonymous disciple about the text of the Idylls I-VIII of The-
ocritus (fols 404r—411v)* — has further shed light on the teaching activity of Kal-
listos concerning the poems of Theocritus also in the 1470s of the fifteenth cen-
tury during his sojourn in Florence (1471-1474).%

Scholars have shed light on the relationship between Andronikos and an in-
teresting fifteenth-century stage of the manuscript transmission of the Idylls. The
starting point was Carlo Gallavotti’s research on some recentiores. In his prelimi-
nary studies,” which culminated with the 1946 critical edition (of which the up-
dated and corrected versions were published in 1955 and 1993) and more briefly
in the pages of the Appendix to the edition itself,* Gallavotti identified a homo-
geneous group of manuscripts (all of which, grouped as familia Parisina, were
copied after the first half of the fourteenth century), bearing only the text of Idylls
[-XVIII and characterised by the contamination of the recensio Planudea and the
recensio Moschopulea.”

The main exponent of this familia is Par. gr. 2758, a manuscript connected
with Kallistos for various reasons, as previously shown.”® Gallavotti also identi-
fied a group of more recent manuscripts, all dating back to the second half of the
fifteenth century, which lack any scholia and bear a text close to that of the editio
princeps, printed in Milan in 1480/81 (siglum Med) by Bonaccorso Pisano.” Gal-
lavotti considered as the most representative member of this group the manu-
script Ambr. P 84 sup., which in the catalogue Martini-Bassi is attributed to the
hand of Giorgio Valla.”® On the grounds of this attribution, Gallavotti decided to
name the entire group genus Vallianum.

91 These folios are mostly occupied by a Latin translation of the text; the first Idyll is also com-
mented up to line 63. The contents are divided as follows: I (fols 404r-406r); II (406r-407v); III
(407v-408r); IV (408rv); V (408v-409v); VI (409v); VII (409v—-410r); VIII (lines 1-24) (410v).

92 See Orlandi 2014a.

93 Gallavotti 1934, Gallavotti 1936, Gallavotti 1939; see also Gallavotti 1980-1981.

94 Gallavotti 1993, 334-338.

95 For further details on the text of Moschopulos’ recensio, see in particular Gallavotti 1934.

96 See supra, §2.2.5.

97 ISTC it00143000. For this study I consulted the copy of the Milan edition kept in the Vatican
Library, bearing the shelf mark Stamp. Ross. 553 and available at <https://digi.vatlib.it/>.

98 Martini and Bassi, II, 1906, 715.
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The eight other manuscripts of this genus identified by Gallavotti (of which I
collated the first Idyll for the purposes of the present study) must be mentioned
here:”

Marc. gr. Z. 480 (Marc), copied in Rome by Georgios Tribizias for Bessarion,

in all likelihood between 1468 and 1471;'°°

Placent. 10 (Landi 6) (Placent), consisting of three codicological units: the
first two units, coeval and produced by Iohannes Rhosos (who copied the
text of Theocritus), are independent from the third one, which is the work
of Giovanni Crastone;™*!

Gothan. membr. II 64 (Goth), dating back to the early 1480s and copied en-
tirely by Iohannes Rhosos. The text of Theocritus occupies fols 87-130
within the fourth codicological unit of the manuscript, that was pro-
duced in October 1482 in Venice;!%

99 Gallavotti 1993, 335-336. Par. gr. 2726 must be added to the list, albeit only for Idylls XV, XVII,
and XVIII.

100 The attribution to Tribizias is due to Mioni 1985a, 272 (who thus corrected the erroneous in-
dication involving Iohannes Rhosos). The dating was suggested on the grounds of four elements:
1. known biographic data of Georgios Tribizias, from which results that he was still in Crete in
September 1465 (see Speranzi 2016a, 143-158); 2. the title of Bessarion, who in the index named
himself episcopus Sabinensis (a position held from October 1468); 3. the absence of the manu-
script from the inventories of Biblioteca Marciana already in 1468 (see Labowsky 1979, 443); 4.
the sojourn of Andronikos Kallistos in Rome (which lasted, as is known, until 1471), with which
the origin of this manuscript is necessarily connected (see infra).

101 See Mioni 1965, II, 331. Rhosos, whose subscription is in fol. 13v, copied fols 3-101, which
are subdivided as follows: unit I (= fols 3-13, Batrachomyomachia); unit II (= fols 14-101, Theoc-
ritus [14-73] and Hesiod [74-101]). The third codicological unit of the manuscript (= fols 102—
129), containing the Orphic Argonautica and realised by Crastone, was dated by Mioni and by
subsequent scholars to 1437 (see e.g. Gualdo Rosa 1984) because of an erroneous interpretation
of the numbers (which perhaps should be read as 2437’) that are placed at the end of the text of
the Argonautica. Moreover, Mioni’s dating does not seem to be correct in the light of the known
biographical information about Giovanni Crastone; see the remarks made by Eleuteri and Canart
1991, 158.

102 The manuscript consists of four units, all of which are potentially independent and more or
less coeval. They were assembled by Iohannes Rhosos, who placed in the centre of the inferior
margins a running quire numeration provided with Greek letters (a’—18’). The first codicological
unit (= fols 1-45, Chrysoloras’ Erotemata) was completed, as evidenced by the subscription of
Rhosos (see fol. 44v; fol. 451v is blank), on 24 September 1481 in Venice; for the text of Chrysolo-
ras in the Gotha manuscript see Rollo 2012, 52 (with further bibliography). The second unit (=
fols 46-67; fol. 67rv is blank), containing Aesop’s Fables, and the third unit (= fols 68—86), con-
taining Hesiod’s works, are not subscribed. The fourth unit (= fols 87-130), as previously said,
was completed in October 1482 (see fol. 130v), that is to say about one year later than the first
one.
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Laur. 32.46 (Laur), wholly copied by Iohannes Skutariotes in the early 1470s
(probably in Florence) and belonging to Angelo Poliziano, who anno-
tated it copiously;!®

Vat. gr. 1380 (Vat), the handwriting of which I would hereby ascribe to <Geor-
gios Tzangaropoulos>, datable on codicological grounds to the middle
1460s;'%4

Salm. 230 (Salm), also datable to the 1460s and subscribed in the Theocritean
section by Matthaios Sebastos Lampudes, a scribe native of Peloponnese
and surely active in Ferrara and Florence;'®

Par. gr. 2834 (Par2834), copied in the last quarter of the fifteenth century by
a scribe who was certainly not a Greek. The same hand is also found in
the margins of <Laur. 31.16> (see e.g. fols 2r, 12v, 35v, 68rv), a ‘Florentine’
manuscript of Aristophanes copied by Iohannes Skutariotes;'°

Par. gr. 2596 (Par2596), also copied by a scribe that was non a Greek (see fols
239-259 for Theocritus), whose subscription, written in 1475, displays
the name ‘Iohannes’.

In a study on the manuscript production of Iohannes Skutariotes published in a
miscellaneous volume, Stefano Martinelli Tempesta rejected the identification
(which was formulated by Martini and Bassi in their catalogue and then endorsed
by Gallavotti) of Giorgio Valla as the copyist of Ambr. P 84 sup. Martinelli Tem-
pesta correctly identified Andronikos Kallistos as the scribe of the whole manu-
script.””” Wishing for a new stemmatic investigation of the relations between the

103 The identification of the handwriting of Skutariotes, as well as a proposal for a dating based
on a fresh codicological investigation of the manuscript, are discussed in Martinelli Tempesta
2012, 526 ff.

104 Indeed, in the manuscript two watermarks typical of the volumes copied in Rome around
the middle of 1460s within the milieu of cardinal Bessarion are found: a drawing Arbaléte (folded
in-octavo; see e.g. fols 8, 12, 13, 33, 55) and, in a single case (namely in bifolium 54/57, folded in-
quarto), a Huchet very close to type 18 Harlfinger (approximately dated to 1461-1468). I will in-
clude here some information about the manuscript. It is a small paper manuscript (mm 206 x
143), with a written area containing 29 lines, sized about mm 145 x 90. However, only 15 lines are
dedicated to the text: the remaining free spaces, at intervals of one line, are devoted to scholia
and annotations. I point out that this mise en page closely resembles that of Ambr. P 84 sup. Fol.
26v is inexplicably left blank, since there is no loss of text between the words ai 8¢ yuvaikeg, the
last ones at fol. 261, and aiai @avTti ®Aive, the first words of fol. 27r (= Idyll VI, vv. 120-121).
105 On the origin of this manuscript, dated to the 1460s, in which the handwriting of Rhosos is
also present, see Martinez Manzano 2015a, 170-171.

106 See supra, § 2.3.2.2. Remarks on this manuscript are now found in Muttini 2019a, 8, 15, 28.
107 See Martinelli Tempesta 2012, 531-534.
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Ambrosianus and the other manuscripts of the genus (that Martinelli Tempesta
renamed Andronicianum), such as Laur. 32.46, that was copied by Skutariotes
and ended up in the hands of Poliziano, Martinelli Tempesta went so far as to
hypothesise that Andronikos Kallistos played a crucial role in the establishment
of the textual typology of the genus itself, on which, as previously said, the first
printed edition was based.

The open questions can be summarised as follows: 1. what is the role of man-
uscript Ambr. P 84 sup. within the genus described by Gallavotti? 2. Could An-
dronikos Kallistos actually have played a main role in the formation of this text?
3. If so, what were the sources accessible to Andronikos, from which this textual
typology shared by so few recentiores originated, all of which are datable starting
from the 1460s?

These questions need to be answered by approaching the whole range of in-
terests of Andronikos towards the text of Theocritus. After all, we have already
mentioned the numerous Greek manuscripts variously related to Kallistos, as
well as the Latin translation included in the recollectae of Laur. 66.31. In this case,
I managed to preliminarily demonstrate the proximity of the Latin version to the
Greek text of the genus. A few examples will follow, in which the Latin translation
corresponds to the Greek readings that are unanimously transmitted by the wit-
nesses of the group (Table 5.3).

Table 5.3: The Greek manuscripts of the genus and the Latin translation found in Laur. 66.31.

ed. Gallavotti mss. of the genus Laur. 66.31

1.56 aioAixov Bénpa aimoAkov Tt Bénpa caprarium quoddam miraculum
1.57 KoAudvi KoAUBWViw calydonio

1.62 KEPTOPEW POoviw invideo

1.100 motapeiBeto notapeidaro respondit

1.114 postv. 115 trsp. postv. 115 trsp.

As far as the Greek manuscripts beyond Ambr. P 84 sup. are concerned, one has
to mention, first of all, the textual and codicological restorations of two books
that were certainly included in Andronikos’ collection: the manuscript Lips.
34+33 (fourteenth century, containing also Pindar and Hesiod) and Athos, Movn
‘IBrpwv 161 (a polygenetic composite manuscript, the units of which are datable
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from the twelfth to the fourteenth century).!®® Moreover, one should not forget to
mention the marginalia of Lond. Burney 109, a book that was part of the collec-
tion of one of Kallistos’ ‘Florentine’ disciples (the so-called Anonymus 51 Harlfin-
ger)_m

The obligatory starting point of the investigation is the Ambrosianus, the
only extant source of the text of Theocritus entirely copied by Andronikos, which
unfortunately lacks the final section because of the loss of some folios (after Id.
XV 111). The manuscript is of medium-small size, without annotations and with
wide margins, characterised by a spacious mise en page displaying only 15 writ-
ing lines (although the ruling scheme has 29 lines)."® A palaeographic and codi-
cological analysis leaves no doubt that the manuscript must be dated to the early
1460s of the fifteenth century and localised among Padua, Ferrara, and Bolo-
gna.m

As far as the text is concerned, I firstly tried to explain the nature of the tex-
tual relations among this sample and the other manuscripts related to Androni-
kos, starting from the annotations in the margins of Lond. Burney 109, the dating
of which can be safely established: indeed, it is quite certain that Kallistos could
consult (and correct) this manuscript only at the time of his Florentine stay (1471-
1474).12

108 The Athos manuscript (sigla N: and N in Gallavotti 1993) is composed of six codicological
units, attributable to different epochs (see infra, § 6.2 [catalogue entry no. 61]). The Theocritean
section (thirteenth century, copied by a single scribe) currently occupies folios 86-106 and trans-
mits the Idylls in the following order: I, V, VI, IV, VII-IX, II, X-XV, III. On the grounds of a direct
inspection, the irregular composition of the quires of this section can be specified here. Folios
86-106 (-87 +104") correspond from a codicological point of view to three quires: the first two
quires are complete (86-94; 95-102); the third one (103-106+104") lacks three folios (= nos 1,
7-8 of the original quire). To sum up: 1-2%, 383, The loss of the first folio of the third quire (be-
tween current fols 102 and 103) brought about a small textual loss (Id. XI1,23-XI11,56), as already
pointed out by Gallavotti 1993, 301. In the view of Gallavotti (1993, 301; for a more detailed dis-
cussion see also Gallavotti 1939), the manuscript would transmit the text in a mixed recensio, in
which are contaminated materials from the familia Vaticana (Va) and materials from the familia
Laurentiana (La): the scholia, which precede the text, are said to derive from the familia Vati-
cana, as well as Idylls IX-XV and III (= N»), whereas Idylls I, V, VI, IV and VIII (= N;) present a
text consistent with the members of the familia Laurentiana.

109 See supra, § 4.1.3; on the Anonymus 51 Harlfinger see also Orlandi 2020c, 463-481.

110 For the manuscripts of Andronikos having the same mise en page see supra, § 2.2.6.

111 The handwriting is compatible with other samples datable to the same years. Moreover, the
watermark Couronne is recurring in the folios of the Ambrosianus (this drawing was extensively
mentioned above, see supra § 2.2).

112 See Orlandi 2020c, 472-472, 481.
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Thus, I verified the possibility that the notes of the London manuscript,
chronologically subsequent to manuscript Ambr. P 84 sup., depend precisely
upon the Ambrosianus itself (the siglum employed here is Ambr). Secondly, I ver-
ified whether the notes can be explained in the light of other Theocritean books
included in the library of Andronikos, such as Lips. gr. 34 (Lips) and Athos 161
(Athos). A few examples of the results of this investigation are listed here:'

Id. 111 = Kallistos wrote in the margin a variant, al(ias)™ &&f, as an alternative to
the reading &&eig, transmitted by the London manuscript. This is the situa-
tion of the other manuscripts: 4&fj Ambr Athos: &&eig Lips.

Id.1135 = the entire line, erroneously omitted in the London manuscript, was thus
restored by Kallistos: 8a@vig énel Bvrioket kai Twg kOvag OAaog. The reading
fvrokel is found in Ambr and Athos, against Ovaoket of Lips. The reading
wAa@og is found only in Lips (# #Aa@og Ambr: EAagog Athos).

Id. 11 5 = the entire line, omitted in the London manuscript, is recovered in the
margin by Andronikos: 008 #yvw ndtepov TeBvakapeg f| {ool gipég. The read-
ing TeBvakapeg is only attested in Lips (# 1eBvrikapeg Ambr Athos).

113 The comparison cannot be systematic, since the Leipzig manuscript terminates at Id. VIII.
Anyway, [ will list here some relevant cases for the relation among the London, Athos, and Milan
manuscripts. a) At Id. X 7-11, Kallistos is responsible, first of all, for the reordering of these lines,
which are transmitted by the London manuscripts in the wrong order: 7, 10, 9, 8, 11. Regardless
of the restoration of the correct order of the lines, it is noteworthy that Andronikos did not intro-
duce in the London manuscript any peculiar variants of the other manuscripts: at line 10 (o08aud
ouveBa Tot dypurvijoat 8t épwta Lond) he did not add viv after ovdaud, as Ambr and Athos
would have suggested to do. He preferred to ‘move’ in that position the particle Toi, which was
already present in the text of the London manuscript. The particle ye (not present in Ambr Athos)
of line 11 (UA 8¢ ye oupPain. xaAemov xopiw kbva yeboat) was not expunged from the text of Lond.
b) At Id. XI 18, Andronikos corrected deide (which is the reading of Lond) by writing detdev. This
is the situation of the other manuscripts: fiel8ev Ambr: &€ie Athos. c) At Id. XI 23, Kallistos re-
stored in the margin the omitted line: oiyn 8§ £0BVG ioioa 6ka yAukvg Unvog Gvij pe. This exact
sequence corresponds to the reading of Ambr and Athos. d) This is the situation at Id. XI 32: rtoti]
€moti Lond, émi scr. s.1. Kallistos: moti Ambr Athos. e) Id. XIII 39: £yyog Lond, in &yyog corr. s.1.
Kallistos: &yyog Ambr: deest Ambr. f) Id XIV (titulus) aioxivag fj Buwviyog] i Buwviyog (Lond) is
expunged and corrected by Kallistos in f kuviokag &pwg. The title is missing in Athos, but in the
synopsis put before the text one can read the noun Guwviyog; Ambr has the title aioyivag i
Kuviokag épwg. g) Id. XV 68: Guav] Spwiig Lond, supra Spwiig scr. yp. Guav Kallistos: Gu@v Ambr
Athos: deest Lips.

114 1 adopted the expansion of the abbreviation described in the Dizionario di Abbreviature
latine ed italiane by Adriano Cappelli (Milan: Hoepli, 1912, p. 12). I am aware of the possibility
that the same abbreviation can be also understood as aliter.
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Id. VIII 28-29 = the correction by Andronikos involves the last two words of the
line: AvO’ énakoboat (probably instead of Ave’ énakovoag). The aorist infini-
tive émokovoal is the reading of Ambr and Athos against the present
£makovewv of Lips. Also in the following line, that was omitted by the scribe
of the London manuscript and restored by Kallistos (yol pé&v maideg detdov 6
& aimolog fiBehe kpivar), the aorist is maintained: kpivat (Ambr Athos)
against kptvew (Lips).

As is evident, it is possible to demonstrate that Andronikos’ corrections of the text
of Theocritus transmitted by the manuscript Burney 109 do not depend uniquely
on the text of the Ambrosianus: they actually disagree with it more than once.
The nature of these variants can be explained only by taking into account, in ad-
dition to the Ambrosianus, the text of the two oldest Theocritean books possessed
by Kallistos, namely the Leipzig and the Athos manuscripts, with which they al-
ternately agree.

It follows that manuscript Ambr P 84 sup. reflects only one stage of Androni-
kos’ reflection on the text of Theocritus: a stage which, as suggested by the codi-
cological remarks, is datable to the 1460s. Moreover, the Ambrosianus was not
apparently part of the library of Kallistos, for no historical evidence would sup-
port this claim: the manuscript was not part of any known routes of dispersal of
his collection.™ Judging by the facies itself of the manuscript — characterised by
a mise en page predisposed to include marginal and interlinear annotations® —
one could hypothesise that it was produced in a school context, on the basis of a
model made available by the master.

It seems unlikely that Andronikos amended the London manuscript in Flor-
ence by looking simultaneously at various manuscripts he owned, namely Lips.
34 and Athon. 161. Perhaps it would be easier to assume that the source, which
he employed for the correction of Lond. Burney 109, was a different manuscript
in his hand, in which all of these variants, preliminarily selected by Kallistos him-
self, were already present. In other words, one can imagine that Andronikos’ ac-
tivity on both the Ambrosianus and the Londinensis was based on a working
model, the text of which was open to the addition of new variants, and in which

115 I cannot say how it ended up in the hands of Demetrios Chalkondyles, to whom the abun-
dant marginal notes identified by Antonio Rollo are due (identification in Martinelli Tempesta
2012, 533 n. 72).

116 See supra, §2.2.6.
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the readings of the two older manuscripts, and possibly of other manuscripts,
were inserted in the space among text, margins, and interline."”

One can demonstrate that the text of the Ambrosianus, the eponymous man-
uscript of the genus, is the result of a selection of variants coming from the two
old manuscript owned by Andronikos, i.e. Athon. 161 and Lips. 34. The following
examples from the first Idyll (Table 5.4) will prove this:

Table 5.4: A comparison between the text of Ambr. P 84 sup., Athos IBfipwv 161, and Lips. gr. 34.

ed. Gallavotti Ambr. P 84 sup. Athos 'IBfpwv 161 Lips. gr. 34
1.19 deideg deide deideg Geide

1.20 poioag HOOOG pooag poioag

1.36 yéhaloa yeAdoo yeleloa yeAdoa

1.50 &vnoelv aviioewv Gviioew avéoewv

1.65 Gdéa pwva 48 dpwva ade & pwva 0’ apuwva
1.81 Npinmog Npiomog Npiamog Npinmog
1.91 toiot tfiot tijou (e corr.) Taiol

1.94 TéAwv pikat TIGALY ¢pidat

1.100 motapeipeto notapeidaro notapeiPato notapeieto
1.108 om. om. habet

1.114 postv. 115 trsp. postv. 115 trsp. suo loco habet

117 In addition to the readings that can be explained on the grounds of the two manuscripts
owned by Kallistos (Athos and Lips), in the witnesses of the genus readings are found, albeit
more rarely, belonging to other lines of transmission, which are necessarily due to the consulta-
tion of other manuscripts. I will list here some examples, starting from the lemmata of the edition
by Gallavotti 1993: 1.77 mp&Tiotog] mpwtiotog Athos Lips - Marc Par2596 Goth Med : mpwtiotog
i.t., -o- s.I. Par2834 : mpatiotog Ambr Salm Placent Vat Laur, 1.113 Bovtav] Bwtav Athos Lips =
Ambr Marc Par2596 Par2834 Goth Med : BoUtav Salm Placent Vat Laur, 1.125 Aine] Aine Athos
Lips = Marc Goth Med : Aire i.t., -ov s.l. Par2596 : Ainrov Ambr Salm Placent Vat Par2834 Laur.
Among the other important Theocritean manuscripts known to me, which Andronikos could
have consulted, there is above all Par. gr. 2758, made by Isaak Argyros, which I have already
mentioned in the previous chapters (see supra, § 2.2.5). One cannot rule out in principle the pos-
sibility that Kallistos resorted, albeit sporadically, to Marc. gr. Z. 466 (owned by Bessarion), to
Vat. gr. 915 (which circulated in the milieu of Bessarion, and from which Andronikos himself
copied some writings; see supra § 1.2.2), and to the ancient Ambr. C 222 inf. (which belonged to
his student, Giorgio Merula).
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ed. Gallavotti Ambr. P 84 sup. Athos 'IBRpwv 161 Lips. gr. 34
1.134 GvoAha £valla GvoAha £valda
1.135 dAapog ENoPwg ENapag GAapog
1.135 BVAOKEL Bviiokel BVAOKEL Bvaokel
1.138 dvenaltoato anenadoato avenadoato énenadoato
1.147 TpwyoIG Tpdyolg Tphyorg QTR

Further clues about the role played by the two main manuscripts of Andronikos
in the formation of the text of the genus come from the investigation of other man-
uscripts of this group. M. Sanchez Ruipérez, who authored a detailed mono-
graphic study of the manuscript Salm. 230 (copied by Matthaios Sebastos Lam-
pudes), emphasised the contaminated nature of the Salamanca manuscript and
the impossibility of tracing its readings back to a single line of transmission: ‘es
de suponer que el original fue un cédice del genus Vallianum con lecciones inter-
lineales o marginales [...] que Lampudes — o el copista de su modelo — contami-
naron’." One can now add that also the variants of the Salamanca manuscript,
as in the case of the Ambrosianus, can be explained, alternately, on the grounds
of the text of Athos and Lips (see Table 5.5).

Table 5.5: A comparison between the text of Salm. 230, Athos 'IBipwv 161, and Lips. gr. 34.

ed. Gallavotti Salm. 230 Athos 'IBRpwv 161 Lips. gr. 34
1.19 deideg deide Geideg Geide

1.20 BoukoAkag BwkoAkdg BoukoAikag BWKWAIKAG
1.20 poioag pooag pooag poioag
1.2114v v v hv

1.36 yéhaloo YeA@OO yeAeloa yeAdoa
1.49 poutij poitd poutd Qouti

1.50 avnogiv avijoewv avioew dvaoew
1.65 G3éa pwva ad apwva a8 & puva &0’ apwva
1.85 Zatelo’ {ntolo’ gntoio’ (e Qa- corr.) foteloa
1.98 [ p’ &p’ ép’ ne

118 Sanchez Ruipérez 1950, 88.
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ed. Gallavotti

Salm. 230

Athos ’IBipwv 161

Lips. gr. 34

1.100 motopeiBeto
1.114

1.134 GvoAha
1.135 dAagpog
1.135 Ovdokel
1.138 dvenaldoato

1.140 poipdv

notapeidato

postv. 115 trsp.

Evolha
ENaouwg
Bviokel
arenadoato

polp®dv

notapeifato
postv. 115 trsp.
dvoila
EAapuwg
BVAOKEL
avenadoato

popav

notapeifeto
suo loco habet
#valda
OAapog
BVAoKEL
énenadoato

potpav

Beyond the mere textual issues, a new investigation of the Salamanca manuscript
decisively reinforced the connection between this witness of the genus and An-
dronikos. No one has previously observed that the person responsible for some
of the titles written in red ink is none other than <Andronikos Kallistos> himself
(see Fig. 5.11), who in all likelihood had to supervise the copying operations.

Fig. 5.11: Salm. 230. fol. 53r; © Biblioteca Universitaria.

Salm. 230 is made of four codicological units, independent and distinguished
from one another, which, however, were soon assembled as a single volume. The
first unit, in the hand of Iohannes Rhosos, contains the Fables of Aesop; the sec-
ond one, copied by Matthaios Sebastos Lampudes, contains Theocritus’ Idylls;
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the third and the fourth one, copied by Michael Lygizos, contains the Orphic Ar-
gonautics and Batracomyomachia." The identification of the handwriting of Kal-
listos in the Theocritean section comes in addition to other data, already known
to previous research, which had led scholars to assume a connection between the
whole manuscript and the teaching activity of Andronikos.'

As far as the text of Theocritus is concerned, it is known, thanks to the re-
search of Teresa Martinez Manzano, that manuscript Salm. 230 represented the
basis of the Latin translation which Martinez Manzano herself discovered in
Salm. 71, a manuscript which had been already related in another way to the Bo-
lognese school of Kallistos (1462—1466)."? Furthermore, I point out that the wa-
termarks of the Theocritean section, copied by Lampudes, point to Ferrara and
Bologna,'? i.e. to cities in which Kallistos sojourned in the early 1460s. Unfortu-
nately, we are not well informed about Lampudes’ movement in Italy. On the
grounds of a complete examination of the manuscripts attributed to him, many
of which are not provided with subscriptio,'® it is possible to identify two geo-
graphic and temporal coordinates: his activity as a scribe during the 1460s and
1470s; his sojourn in central Italy, between Emilia-Romagna (where the first con-
tact with Kallistos might have occurred) and Florence. Finally, further clues on
the connection between Salm. 230 and Andronikos come from research on textual
criticism. For the Orphic Argonautics, the Salamanca manuscript turns out to be

119 See Martinez Manzano 2015a, 170-171 (merging the third and the fourth parts in the hand
of Lygizos in a single unit).

120 I point out that, in other manuscripts of the genus, a selection of recurrent authors is com-
bined with the text of Theocritus, such as the Fables of Aesop (Salm and Goth), the Batrachomy-
omachia (Salm, Goth, and Placent), Hesiod’s Works and days (Goth and Placent), and the Orphic
Argonautics (Salm and Placent).

121 See Martinez Manzano 2009. For further details on the scribe of Salm. 71, who has been
recognised as a student of Andronikos, see supra § 4.1.5.2.

122 See Martinez Manzano 2015a, 171 n. 251.

123 In addition to (1) Salm. 230, subscribed (fol. 120v), one must mention: (2) Pal. gr. 246, paper,
of Homeric content (Ilias), subscribed in Ferrara (fol. 323v); (3) Mutin. a U.2.11, parchment, bear-
ing the text of the Compendium of Chrysoloras’ Erotemata; (4) Monac. gr. 330, parchment, sub-
scribed in Florence (fol. 166r), belonged to Demetrios Chalkondyles and after to Daniele Gaetani,
of Aristotelic content (it is a copy of Laur. 87.25, kept in the monastery of San Marco); (5) Utin.
257, parchment, also subscribed in Florence, of the same content as Monac. gr. 330; (6) Par. gr.
2835 (second unit), parchment, containing the Idyils of Theocritus, subscribed in Florence (fol.
96v); (7) Vind. Phil. gr. 127, parchment, of miscellaneous content (Chalkondyles’ Grammatica,
excerpts from Moschopulos, ps.-Aristotle’s De virt. et vit., excerpts from Xenophon, some Idylls
of Theocritus [VI-XIV, XVI-XVIII]); (8) Olomouc. M 73 (first part), of Demosthenic content. A
new manuscript can be added here to those already known: (9) <Barb. gr. 105>, paper, containing
Aesop’s Fables.
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a book of Kallistos’ library: it is the fourth codicological unit of Mutin. a T.9.2 (=
fols 99-130, also in this case copied by Lygizos).**

Sample collation confirm that the considerations made about Ambr. and
Salm. can be extended to all the other manuscripts of the genus, such as, for in-
stance, Marc. gr. Z. 480 — of which the connection with Kallistos has been demon-
strated more than once'”® — and the Milan edition of 1480/81, printed by Bonac-
corso Pisano, who — and this is no minor consideration — took over Kallistos’
book collection.'®

The basic text, so homogeneous that it allows us to isolate this group from
the extant Theocritean witnesses, bears variants in each manuscript which are
traceable in most cases either to manuscript Athon. 161 or to manuscript Lips. 34.
In addition, one can demonstrate that the intermediary between the two old man-
uscripts and the recentiores of the genus is a manuscript, now lost, in which all
these potentially ‘active’ variants were written in the interline and margins (as
Sanchez Ruipérez assumed for Salm. 230), since indecision between adiaphorae
variants is reproduced with accuracy in certain manuscripts in the form of inter-
linear annotations. I will show here (Table 5.6), for instance, the cases of mss.
Par. gr. 2596 and Par. gr. 2834. In these two manuscripts the scribes, instead of
transcribing only one of the two variants they read in the antigraph, decided in
several cases to copy both.

Table 5.6: Variant readings of the manuscripts Par. gr. 2596 and Par. gr. 2834.

ed. Gallavotti Athos’IBfipwv161 Lips. gr. 34 Par. gr. 2596 Par. gr. 2834
1.11 &&fj aEf aEf 4EETG, GEf s. L. [ot41]

1.22 tav Tav v v, -a- s.1. Tav

1.49 poutij PoLtd portiy poruti, -as.l. porti

1.77 peog dpeog olipeog olipeog, -w- s.l. olpeog, -w- s.1.
1.81 Npiomog Npioamog Npinmog MNpinmog, -o- s.! Npinmog, -a- s.1.
19819 ép’ ne P, o-s.1. ép’

1.100 notopeiBeto  motapeidaro notopeiBeto notapeipero, -Pa-s.l.  motapeiPoto

1.106 &yxioav ayyloov ayxionv ayxionv ayxionv, -a- s.l.

124 See Vian 1979, 29.
125 See supra, §2.3.1.
126 See supra, §3.2.
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ed. Gallavotti Athos’IBfipwv161 Lips. gr. 34 Par. gr. 2596 Par. gr. 2834

1.135 HAaPog \agog OAapog OAapog OAagog, €-s.1.

1.136 kKN§ KA&E KNE KA, -0- s.1. KA&E

1.138 dvenaloato Gvenalioato anenadoato dnemadoaro, -v-s.l.  dvenaloato (ex
&mn- corr.)

1.139 pav pav pfRv iy, -o- s.L. Hav ex pfv corr.

1.147 1p@yoLg Tpayolg pAYoLG TpWYoLG, -o- S.1. pRYOLE, -0- S. 1.

Unlike what has been observed in the case of Ambr. P 84 sup. and Salm. 230, two
manuscripts datable to the first half of the 1460s, it is noted that the later manu-
scripts Par. gr. 2596 and Par. gr. 2834 prefer, as far as the choice between variants
is concerned, the readings of Lips, whereas the readings traceable to the Athos
manuscript are systematically added supra lineam. One could now wonder if, in
the light of this circumstance, it is possible to obtain more information on the
structure of the antigraph at a more advanced stage of Andronikos’ study of the
text of Theocritus. In other words, was this a free choice of the scribes of both
Parisini (in the case of Par. gr. 2596, a Westerner called Iohannes, active during
the last quarter of the century), or rather a reflection of the selection made in the
model, in which, over time, the readings of Lips supplanted those of Athos?'¥

In particular, one has to take into consideration another reading that occurs
in the manuscripts of the genus, which attests to the ‘open’ character of the text,
which from a graphic point of view displayed adiaphorae variants in the interline.

In a letter dated 14 October 1492,'® Antonio Urceo Codro, ideal successor of
Andronikos as Greek teacher in Bologna, friend and collaborator of Manuzio,
wrote to Aldo about the reading &vag (Id. XVIII 14), which in the text available to
Manuzio was ostensibly corrupt. Codro suggested a correction to his friend:

Versum Theocriti, qui est in Helenae epithalamio, corruptum habes, ideo intelligere non
potes. Ego integrum habeo et manu Andronici, viri doctissimi et eloquentissimi. Sic autem
iacet: maio8ewv £¢ BabLV 6pOpov. £mel kai Evav kai £ &d, ubi évav legis positum pro &vny,

127 1point out that the preference for the readings of Lips is shared in most cases also by Marc.
gr. Z. 480, copied in Rome by Tribizias for Bessarion under the supervision of Andronikos. A few
examples will follow: 1.15 peoapBpvov] peenpBpvév Lips Marc; 1.50 &vnoeiv] Lips Marc; 1.75 8¢]
& o Lips Marc; 1.98 dpyaAéw] dpyaAéov Lips Marc; 1.148 Thya] TOye Lips Marc.

128 Published in Schiick 1862, 117-118. See now the commented digital edition available at the
address <https://latlab.org/letter-6/> (accessed on 27 March 2023).
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dorice. £vr autem significat finem et principium mensis, vel lunae. Dicitur tamen conjunc-
tim &vn kal véa, sed Theocritus primam tantum partem posuit. Lege Aristophanis Nepélag:
€00VG peTd TaU TNV £0T €vn T€ Kal véa et infra etiam saepe. Julius quoque Pollux haec dicit
primo libro, ubi de partibus mensis loquitur: opoiwg &ypt TAG TpLaKadog, fiv ol ATtikol
kahoDow évnv Te kai véav. Hoc autem est quando luna vetus est ac nova, ut dicere nunc
solemus. Plura super hac re scriberem, nisi te plura apud Aristophanis commentaria lec-
turum existimarem. Pulcher certe est hic Theocriti locus et ratio metri quadrat.

Theocritus’ verse, which occurs in the Epithalamium of Helen, is corrupt in your copy, so
that you cannot understand it. In my copy it is sound, copied by the hand of Andronikos, a
most learned and eloquent man. The verse lies like this: naio8etv £ BaBUv 8pBpov. énel kai
&vav kol €G 4@, in which you read &vav in doric instead of &vnv. "Evn means beginning or
end of solar and lunar month. However, the joint expression is £vr xai véa, although The-
ocritus placed here only the first part. Read Aristophanes’ Clouds: e0BUG peta Tavtnyv 0T
£vn 1€ xal véa [= Nub. 1134] and further down even frequently. Julius Pollux [= Onom. 1 63
(8-9 Bethe)] says the same thing in the first book, in the passage in which he talks about
the parts of months: 6poiwg &xpt TAG TpLOKASOG, v ol ATTiKOl KaAoDatv Evny Te Kol véav. It
is like this when the moon is ‘old’ and ‘new’, as one usually says nowadays. [ would write
more on this topic, if I did not think that you are going to read more in the commentaries to
Aristophanes. This passage from Theocritus is certainly beautiful and the metre works.

Eventually, in the Aldine edition of Theocritus published in February 1496, the
verse was printed in this fashion: naio8ewv £g Babvv 6pBpov. £nel kai Evag Kai &g
dw,"” and this is how we read it today in the critical text by Gallavotti. It is known
that Aldo employed as a model for his edition the eighteen Idylls that he read in
the Milan editio princeps printed in 1480 by Bonaccorso Pisano.” The editio prin-
ceps — which, while worth remembering, belongs in its own right to the same
branch of transmission of the manuscripts of the genus — bears in this locus the
inexplicable reading #vavag, which justifiably must have raised Aldo’s suspicion,
leading him to ask his friend for help. However, Codro bears witness that the

129 ISTC =it00144000, fol. DVIIIv.

130 The basic text of the princeps was later enriched with materials coming from a witness very
close to Vat. gr. 1311 (since the latter does not display traces of printer’s activity, it is believed
that the model was a copy of it); the second Aldine edition could have been further enriched with
materials coming from Vat. gr. 1379 and from other sources. For all this data I refer to Sicherl
1997, 341-347.

131 It is important to observe that the interpretation difficulties arising from this verse did not
involve only Aldo; indeed, among modern scholars, all the editors of Theocritus of the nine-
teenth century dwellt on the sense and plausibility of this unusual reading, by displaying it (and
sometimes commenting on it) in their critical apparatuses. I carried out surveys in some of these
editions, among which there were those by Heindorf (Berlin 1810, I, 217), Gaisford (Leipzig 1823,
145), Kiessling (London 1826, 219), Gail (Paris 1828, II, 247), Wordsworth (Cambridge 1844, 160),
and Meinecke (Berlin 1856, 321).
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manuscript at his disposal, copied by Andronikos, suggested in this passage the
reading &vav.

Now, precisely in the light of what has been said and observed in the previous
pages, it is possible to explain what occurred in the genesis of the word &vavag.
In correspondence to the reading £vav (which Codro still read in a manuscript at
his disposal, copied by Andronikos), Kallistos must have annotated the alterna-
tive ending —agin his reference model at a later time, by placing it in all likelihood
above —av, in the interlinear space. At this point, one can imagine that the graph-
ical structure of the reading £vav® might have caused misunderstandings in the
manuscripts derived from the antigraph copied by Andronikos. The confirmation
that it was a fully-fledged misunderstanding, caused by the interpretation of —ag
as an extension of the word in the interlinear space instead of an alternative end-
ing, comes from the occurrence of the vox nihili &vavag not only in the Milan edi-
tion, but also in almost all the manuscripts of the genus. Thus, Par. gr. 2596 and
gr. 2834 have a particular position: the scribe of Par. gr. 2834, who had initially
written £vavag (sic), having noticed the inconsistency, opted for the deletion of
the ending —ag, whereas the scribe of Par. gr. 2596 simply decided to write £vav.

However, it is what happened in Laur. 32.46 that arouses the greatest inter-
est. The copyist of the manuscript, Iohannes Skutariotes, reproduced in the pas-
sage what he was likely to find in front of his eyes, &vav®s, without dissolving the
ambiguity related to the ending —ag (extension of the word in the interlinear
space or alternative ending to —av?). No one has previously observed that <An-
dronikos Kallistos> himself added in Laur. 32.46, at exactly this point, a tiny mar-
ginal note which does not only provide the correct reading, but also clarifies its

132 Unfortunately, no comparison with Athos and Lips (which do not transmit Idyll XVIII) is
possible, nor with Ambr. P 84 sup., as it is mutilated from the end of the fifteenth Idyll on. The
erroneous reading évavag ended up being inserted into other later manuscripts of Gallavotti’s
recensio Parisina, such as Par. gr. 2763 (Niccolo Leonico Tomeo; [see Gamba 2014, 347]) and Par.
gr. 2833 (Demetrios Damilas). In Par. gr. 2726 Zacharias Kallierges corrected the reading &vav
with #vag, by writing the letter sigma supra lineam). I could not consult Cant. Univ. Libr. Dd.X.42,
a manuscript dated from the end of the fifteenth and the beginning of the sixteenth century, nor
Oxon. Canon. gr. 86 (displaying annotations by Tomeo and belonged to Luca Bonfiglio; see
Gamba 2014, 329 [attribution by David Speranzi] and Giacomelli 2016b, 74-75, n. 137).
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meaning: yp(ag@etal) kai évag fiyouv €ig veopnviag (Fig. 5.12).” Thus, on this oc-
casion one is allowed to observe Kallistos’ stance in favour of the reading &vag,™
which, as previously said, must have been present in the reference model as an
alternative to £évav, ending up replacing the latter over time.

Fig. 5.12: Laur. 32.46, fol. 72r; © Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana.

In summary, the following conclusions can be considered as answers to the ini-
tial questions:

1. The author of the recensio which is ‘upstream’ of the genus must have been,
like Andronikos, a deep expert of the text of Theocritus, and must have
had several models at his disposal.

2. The main sources of the peculiar readings merged in the genus are appar-
ently two manuscripts that were part of the library of Kallistos, namely
Lips. gr. 34 and Athos IBripwv 161. Furthermore, the genus inherited from
the recensio Moschopulaea, to which Lips. belongs, also the new order of
Idylls 1-VIII, as we read them today in the edition by Gallavotti.

3. There are no manuscripts of the genus that can be dated before the period
in which two manuscripts produced in the school of Kallistos, Ambr. P
84 sup. and Salm. 230, were produced.

133 [ point out that the interpretation provided by Andronikos in the Laurentianus (fiyouv &ig
veopnviag) recalls that found at fol. 40r of Par. gr. 2832 in the shape of interlinear annotation
(kov@®G veopnviag).

134 1 verified the presence of this reading in other Theocritean manuscripts. £vag occurs, for
instance, in Vat. gr. 44 (fourteenth century), Par. gr. 2812 A (late fifteenth—early sixteenth cen-
tury). It also appears, in a form which displays the geminate ny sound (¢vvag), in at least two old
manuscripts, Vat. gr. 42 (thirteenth century) and Vat. gr. 1825 (thirteenth century), as well as in
Laur. 32.43 (possibly copied by <Petros Hypselas>), Par. gr. 2781 (Aristobulos Apostoles) and Vat.
gr. 1311 (Antonios Damilas).
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4. From an historical and geographical point of view, the extant copies be-
longing to the genus apparently reflect the path, between the 1460s and
the 1470s, of a learned man such as Kallistos, who was active in cities
such as Padua/Ferrara/Bologna (Ambr. P 84 sup. and Salm. 230), Rome
(Marc. gr. Z. 480 and, possibly, Vat. gr. 1380), and Florence (Laur. 32.46,
Par. gr. 2834 and Par. gr. 2596) (see Fig. 5.13).

Thus all the clues lead to the conclusion that, if the production of the recensio has
to be attributed — as everything suggests — to the intellectual activity of a Byzan-
tine master who was active in Italy since the middle of the fifteenth century, this
competent philologist and deep expert of the Theocritean text can only be, be-
yond all reasonable doubt, Andronikos Kallistos.

Fig. 5.13: Theocritus’ Idylls. Stemma codicum of Andronikos’ recensio.
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5.3.2 Xenophon’s minor works

de Mutinensis origine et auctoritate magna orta est controversia.
eius codicis patrocinium suscepit Kalinka: sed plerique censent
omnia quae propria sibi habet — et sunt multa — ad ipsum librarium
esse referenda, ita ut bonae quas praebet lectiones

nihil sunt nisi viri docti tentamina.

E. C. Marchant, Xenophontis Opera, V, Hiero, Praefatio

The discovery of so far unnoticed annotations in the hand of <Andronikos Kalli-
stos> within the manuscript Vat. gr. 1950 (Fig. 5.14) gives to modern scholars two
opportunities: on the one hand, to closely observe a Byzantine philologist at
work, amending a few passages of Xenophon’s text; on the other hand, to recon-
sider the stemmatic relations between the Vaticanus itself and other witnesses to
the manuscript tradition of Xenophon’s Opuscula.

Fig. 5.14: Vat. gr. 1950, fol. 230r; © Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana.

We will come back at a later stage to this second point. Let us first present and
analyse the interventions Kallistos made in the manuscript.”

Traces of Andronikos’ activity in Vat. gr. 1950 (siglum B in all the modern
studies on Xenophon) are all found in the section transmitting the Agesilaus (fols
226r-239v).

The first intervention is at fol. 230r, corresponding to the passage 2,4
Marchant:

gonoav 8 obv ol mpdadev Tply | £l () Spetl i NapBaxkiw €yévovto. kol ToTE pEV 81 O
Aynoilaog Tponatdv T €otnoato petad Ipdvtog kai Napbaxkiov.

135 1 give here the sigla of the manuscripts mentioned in these pages: A (Vat. gr. 1335), a (Vat.
gr. 1335 post instaurationem), B (Vat. gr. 1950), C (Mutin. a V.7.17), H (Lond. Harley 5724), J (Laur.
Conv. soppr. 112), M (Marc. gr. Z. 511), L (Laur. 55.22).
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Nor was a halt made until they (the pursuers) reached Mount Narthacius. And here, midway
between Pras and Narthacius, Agesilaus erected a trophy.

The words @ NopOoxkiw represent a correction by Marchant, as the readings
handed down by the extant manuscripts (t@v dvOpakiwv ABH 1@V GvBpakéwv
M) are apparently wrong. Kallistos annotated on the outer margin of B yp(agetar)
T@® vopdnkiw. The intervention may have been inspired, in theory, by some loci
paralleli (especially Xen., Hell. 4,3,8-9, Plut., Ag. 16, Plut., Ap. Lac. 211; highly
unlikely Ptol., Geogr. 3,12,43),7¢ but it is perhaps easier to think that the solution
to the problem came from the manuscript itself: in fact, just one line below, B
displays the reading vap8nkiov.”
On fol. 232r (Ag. 2,21) one reads in the text edited by Marchant:

Aynoilaog dvreine Tii eipnvn £wg Toug St Aakedaipoviovg @uydvtag Kopbiwv kai
OnBalwv fvaykaoe Tag MOAeLG oikade katade{aobal.

It was Agesilaus who spoke against the peace, until he had forced the Corinthians and The-
bans to welcome back those of them who, for Lacedaemon’s sake, had suffered banishment.

With regard to the words €wg Tou¢ 810 Aakedapoviovg puyovTag, the situation of
the manuscripts is the following: the preposition 81 is omitted by the main
sources ABM; though, it was added by a later hand working on A (= A?) and it is
found thence also in H, the latter being an apograph of A post correctionem. In B
Kallistos adds in his hand the preposition 81& + the article Tovg, thus completing
the sentence in a way that is not found elsewhere: £wg Tolg <81 TOLG>
Aoxedaovioug puyovtag. The intervention could be explained assuming that he
consulted A or one of its apographs; but one cannot rule out the possibility of a
conjectural intervention.

The correction found at fol. 232v is most likely conjectural. The passage Ag.
2,27 was printed by Marchant as follows:

MoaOowA6g ye piv Katd 0GAaTTaV £KATOV Voot TOALOPKOV AHEOTEPA TX YWwPio TADTX OVKETL
Seioag GG Tewobeig dmémAevoey oikade. <...> GEla Bavpatog SienpdEato

Once more, Mausolus, who was besieging by sea both these places with a hundred ships,
yielded not to terror but to persuasion, withdrew his fleet. <...> He made admirable things

136 We are not aware of manuscripts that definitely belonged to Andronikos’ library containing
Xenophon’s Hellenicae or Plutarch’s Agesilaus. For Apophth. Lac. Kallistos may have consulted
a manuscript from his own library, the Mutin. a U.9.3.

137 The same in A, while Marchant opted for vapBaxkiov.
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thus signalling a lacuna before G€la. The need for at least one particle or a con-
junction to split the two periods is felt. All the readers and editors of the work
tried to amend the text by proposing different solutions. The addition of
KavTadPa ovv before & is a correction in rasura made by another Byzantine
scholar, Alexios Keladenos (1450-1517), on fol. 9v of manuscript L. This reading
was to be added at a later time by Pier Vettori in the margin of his own copy of
Xenophon Aldina (1525), now kept at the Bayerische Staatsbibliothek in Munich.
The addition of & 8¢ was Reiske’s proposal (1756), whereas & ye has been sug-
gested by Breitenbach (1847); finally, kai TabTa 8¢ is the slightly stronger correc-
tion by Sauppe (1896). Kallistos’ intervention, which consists of the insertion of
the particle 8¢ between the words &£1a and Bavpatog, is not particularly demand-
ing and might represent the result of his own understanding of the text.

An analogous amendment on fol. 234v (Ag. 5,6 Marchant) appears to be con-
jectural:

GANG TaDTa pEv OAlywv €id6Twv moAAoTG 60TV AroTEV: T& 8¢ TAVTEG £MOTANEDA OTL
AKLOTA pév o EmpaveéaTaTtol TV AvBpwniwv AavBdvouat & Tt &v ToLdoLv.

But such incidents, though known to a few, can be discredited by many; still, we all know
that the more illustrious a person is, the less their actions can go unnoticed.

Kallistos’ correction of T& 8¢ in Td8¢, along with the addition of another 8¢, pro-
duces the sentence tdde 8¢ mavteg émotapeda 47t [...], in which 168e happens to
be a proleptic element to 6t1. The situation of the manuscripts is the following:
ABH read t& 8¢, while M bears & 8¢. The ratio of Andronikos’ intervention is very
simple and does not imply a comparison with other witnesses: it is the restoration
of a -8¢-, whose absence in the manuscript tradition is probably due to haplog-
raphy.

Somehow inexplicable and not indispensable is Kallistos’ intervention on fol.
235v (Ag. 7,1):

wg & €v Bpayel einelv, dnoavteg €motapeba 6Tt Aynoilaog, dmov @eto THV maTpiba TL
WPeENATELY, 0V TOVWV DPIETO, 0V KIVSUVWYV d@ioTaTto, ol Xprudtwv £@eideto [...]

To put it briefly, we all know that where Agesilaus expected in any way to benefit his coun-
try there was no toil he shrank from, no danger he avoided, no money he stinted [...]

Kallistos corrects in this case O@icTo into ££ieto. I did not find a reasonable ex-
planation leading to the replacement of the syntagma névwv D@iEvat with téovwv
E&levau.

The last case is that on fol. 236r (4g. 7,5):
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£Kelvog Toivuy, &yyeliog pev éNBovong aOT® w¢ v T <€v> KopivBw péxn OKTw pev
Aokedatpoviwv, £yyvg 8¢ piplot TeBvoiev <T@V TOAEPIWV> 0UK EPNODELG PavePOG EYEVETO,
GAN etmev dpa [...]

Yet that (man), when a message was brought to him concerning the battle <at> Corinth, in
which but eight Lacedaemonians had fallen, but <of their opponents> nearly ten thousand,
showed no sign of exultation, but said [...]

The addition of the words <t@v moAepiwv>, which can be read today in the text,
was inspired to Marchant by some loci paralleli, as the editor himself pointed out
in the apparatus.”® If Andronikos had also resorted to these loci, he would have
comfortably amended the text by means of the same addition <T@v moAepiwv>.
The invention of the reading <t@v évavtiwv> that we now read in B in the hand
of Kallistos — which is neither registered in the critical apparatus nor to be found
in other witnesses to the text — shall therefore be ascribed to him.

The inspection of the interventions to the Agesilaus ends with this last case.
We mentioned before, however, the possibility of benefiting from the discovery
of Kallistos’ writing in the Vaticanus to shed new light on a particular aspect of
the manuscript tradition of Xenophon’s text. The quotation cited at the beginning
is taken from one of the Praefationes by Marchant himself; it is only one of many
references to a vexata quaestio that has dragged on for many decades, more spe-
cifically concerning the origin of the particular readings which can be found in
the manuscript Mutin. a V.7.17 (siglum C).

As for the Mutinensis itself, we recall here that this is a composite manu-
script, made up of several codicological units,”® which was included with cer-
tainty in Andronikos’ book collection.!® The unit that has aroused most interest
is the last one (= fols 104-133) containing Hiero, De republica Lacedaemoniorum,
De republica Atheniensium, De vectigalibus, and Apologia Socratis. Scholars who
dealt with the textual transmission of these Opuscula™ and were faced with the
problematic nature of the readings found in the Mutinensis were forced to put
forward a series of hypotheses. On the one hand, they had to assume (but could
not prove) contamination with other branches of the tradition; on the other hand,

138 Xen., Hell. 4,3,1; Plut., Ag. 16; Prisc., 18,180.

139 For a description see infra, § 6.1 (catalogue entry no. 27).

140 It ended up in the collection Valla-Pio collection; see supra, § 3.3.

141 For the Hiero see Jackson 1988 and the newly published edition by Bandini and Dorion 2021;
for the treatise De republica Lacedaemoniorum refer to Muratore 1997 and Muratore 2022; in the
case of De republica Atheniensium see Serra 1979-1880 and Lenfant 2017; De vectigalibus has
been inspected by Jackson 1990; finally, for the Apologia Socratis, see Schmoll 1990.
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they suggested that some of these particular readings were the result of correc-
tions ope ingenii. Edward A. Schmoll, while giving insight into the transmission
of Xenophon’s Apologia Socratis, summarised the issue as follows: ‘This enig-
matic manuscript has long exercised scholars, some of whom claim that its good
readings represent an independent mediaeval tradition and others who attribute
its good readings to conjecture’.'?

The fact that Kallistos consulted the Vat. gr. 1950 (B) will reasonably prompt
scholars of Xenophon’s works to reconsider some of their judgements in the fu-
ture, as the following discussion is meant to show.

In the study of the manuscript tradition of Poroi (also known as De vectigali-
bus) by Donald F. Jackson,'® manuscript C has been inscribed in the ‘A-family’,
whose ancestor is indeed the vetustissimus Vat. gr. 1335 (A). I reproduce below
(Fig. 5.15) the stemma of this family as reconstructed by Jackson.'

Fig. 5.15: Xenophon’s Poroi. Stemma codicum of the ‘A-family’; © Jackson 1990.

The existence of the interpositus ' between A and B will not be questioned here,
as it has already been proven by the findings of other Opuscula. It is much more
problematic instead to accept the existence of two intermediaries (B? and B?),
which would correspond to different diorthoseis carried out on B. According to

142 Schmoll 1990, 320.

143 Jackson 1990.

144 Jackson 1990, 173. Something similar has been drawn with regard to same branch of trans-
mission for the Apologia Socratis; see Schmoll 1990, 321.
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Jackson, a lost intermediary would stem from the second stage of corrections ($?),
from which in turn the manuscript C derives, whereas the text of a (= Vat. gr. 1335
post instaurationem) would descend from the third stage of corrections (f?). In
addition, it is believed that before C was copied, an unknown philologist active
between the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries carried out philological work
aimed at improving the text through massive collations with other witnesses as
well as making some corrections ope ingenii. Finally, C is said to have been con-
taminated with M.

We can see now, step by step, whether it is possible to modify Jackson’s re-
construction in light of the newly discovered annotations in B in the hand of Kal-
listos.

As highlighted by Jackson, manuscript C (in its original form) shares with
other witnesses of the ‘A-family’ (namely B and a) a large lacuna covering the last
thirty words of the text. Some readings contrast C and B with A and M (the latter
being a representative manuscript of the so-called ‘second family’). These are the
cases selected by Jackson:

1,1 Sikadtatov BC Skardtato aM

1,2 oilag BC oia aM

4,581 B 6etv C 61 aM

4,28 vOov hab. BC om. aM

4,46 mkeiw BC mAgiovaM

Nevertheless, as observed again by Jackson, C and a bear (against B) some read-
ings which are typical of the ‘second family’ and are found in M. This is demon-
strated by the following occurrences:

1,1 a8wkwtepov B adikwtepot aCM

2,5 evveatépoug B evovotépoug aCM

3,5 dpikvoito B d@kvoivto aCM

4,7 ov8einw B 008eig mw aCM

4,48 xivbuvov B kivduvogaCM

6,1 peyahomneotepov B peyohonpenéotepov aCM

The presence of some readings of M in C — as noticed by Jackson himself — could
easily be explained on the basis of the consultation of M by the copyist of C (the
scholar did not mention the name of Kallistos, despite the fact that his hand had
already been identified in the Mutinensis): [...] Further evidence that the scribe
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of C saw M may be found in the fact that C now begins with ten Moralia of Plu-
tarch in the same order and with the same titles and running count as begin M
[...].1

However, the fact that these readings are also common to a seemed to be non-
coincidental to Jackson. He categorically excluded the possibility that a contam-
ination occurred in a from witnesses belonging to the ‘second family’ (i.e. from a
manuscript such as M): ‘Such contamination from the second family in Poroi can-
not have occurred. The A-group never contained Poroi and the y-group had only
a few lines of Poroi. If an M witness had been available for the introduction of
new readings, it would also have been used to provide the last thirty words which
are lacking in BaC' and certainly were lacking in A and B’.**¢ The explanation
given by Jackson assumed, therefore, the existence of two additional phases of
correction ope ingenii on B (= B> and B3): the first would explain the commonality
of readings between C and a against B; the second the divergence of a from C.
The scholar was also reluctant to believe in any form of derivation of C on B"” nor
to attribute any role to the scribe of C: ‘What must be emphasized is that the in-
genious editorial work evident in all opuscula of C was accomplished before C
was ever written’.® However, it is the presence of Andronikos’ hand in B that
compels one to reconsider the possibility of a direct dependence of C on B, which
had already been hypothesised and argued about in the text of the treatise De
republica Atheniensium.'*

Be that as it may, we cannot add anything new to the issue of the first phase
of correction (B?). As far as the genesis of C and the second phase of corrections
(B?) are concerned, the original absence of the last thirty words pointed out by
Jackson is only partly problematic. In fact, it could be explained by admitting that
the text of Poroi originally copied by Kallistos from B remained for some time in
provisional (unbound) quires. These would serve as ‘working papers’, thus host-
ing in the margins and interlinear spaces the readings drawn from other manu-
scripts and conjectures. If B belonged to Palla Strozzi (as suggested some time
ago by Mark Sosower), the copying of these quires (now lost) should have taken
place in Padua between 1457 and 1462.

145 Jackson 1990, 172 n. 17.

146 Jackson 1990, 171.

147 ‘[...]1doubt that codex B was an immediate source for anything in C’ (Jackson 1990, 170 n. 13).
148 Jackson 1990, 170.

149 See Serra1979-1980, in part. 85-86. With regard to De republica Lacedaemoniorum, see also
Muratore 1997, 115-123.

150 See Sosower 1986, 143, 151.
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When in Rome at Bessarion’s house, Andronikos may have added to his pro-
visional text the good readings found in M and may have conceived the project
of making a final copy of Xenophon’s minor works.” Indeed, at the time of the
realization of C (1466-1471, according to the palaeographic and codicological
analysis)** Kallistos was working on Xenophon’s text, as proved by the consulta-
tion of J (= Laur. Conv. soppr. 112), which is the source for the Hiero copied in C
within the same codicological unit transmitting the Poroi. Finally, the consulta-
tion of M enabled Kallistos to fill in also the 30-words-blank space C."*

In conclusion, manuscript C reveals from first glance its nature as a ‘final
copy’ of Xenophon’s minor works. Despite its heavily contaminated state, it has
no erasures nor marginal collation notes. In addition to the collation work, Kal-
listos adjusted some passages of the text by means of conjectures ope ingenii, as
demonstrated by Michele Bandini in the case of Hiero:** these are the good read-
ings (‘bonae lectiones’) Marchant referred to as attempts undertaken by a learned
man (‘viri docti tentamina’). It is thus clear that only the final stage of Kallistos’
philological work on Xenophon has come down to us and that, on the other hand,
the earlier traces of his critical work on the text (maybe preserved for some time
on provisional quires) have been lost.

In light of the foregoing, the stemma of Poroi’s ‘A-family’ could be more
simply re-written in this way (Fig. 5.16):

151 Manuscript M, i.e. the main source of the contamination of C, was in fact available to Kal-
listos in Rome in the second half of the 1460s and served as source for the transcription of Plu-
tarch’s Moralia in the first codicological unit of C; see supra, § 2.3.1.

152 See supra, §2.3.1.

153 Examination of fol. 126v of the Mutinensis shows that the last thirty words are written in a
slightly lighter ink than that used for the rest.

154 See Bandini and Dorion 2021, CXCVIII, CCV, CCXXVIII and Bandini 2022, 19-21, 36-39.
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Fig. 5.16: Xenophon’s Poroi. Stemma codicum (proposal).

5.4 Approaching the Latin West: Lectures, translations,
retroversions

One of the marginal, but very interesting aspects of the study on Byzantine schol-
ars active in Italian Humanism is the analysis of their degree of permeability to
the culture of the country that hosted them. Stopping at a cursory assessment, it
can be said that from a cultural point of view, complete integration was never
achieved. The mutual distrust between Italians and Byzantines stood as one of
the most overwhelming obstacles. Yet, the necessities of adaptation and work
brought the Greeks of the diaspora into ever closer contact with the Latin cultural
heritage; and the Latin language represented the necessary means for teaching
the Greek language to Westerners.

Andronikos’ Latin readings included first and foremost the works of authors
where he helped to recover conspicuous Greek passages. Recent studies have
highlighted Kallistos’ contribution to the transcription of the graeca in Suetonius’
De vita Caesarum™ and Gellius’ Noctes Atticae."®

155 See Rollo 2006a, 377-380 and Rollo 2020a, 129-130, 144, 148, 159, 189.
156 See Rollo 2006a, 370-377, Martinelli Tempesta 2016b, 344, 380, 398, and Martinelli Tempe-
sta 2020b, 261, 268-271, 275-281.
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Moreover, it is Andronikos himself that inform us — more or less directly —
about his readings: the Latin Aristotle" of the medieval scholastic tradition and,
turning to the Latin classical authors, Virgil and Cicero. I quote here a passage
from the Defensio Theodori Gazae in which Andronikos comments on the superi-
ority of the style of Latin poets and prosateurs:

As to the Latins, in their own language, a form of speech in verse, Plato, had it been possi-
ble, would have said that they are divinely inspired and possessed by the Muses, and that
from there, plucking from those fountains and valleys from which the lyrical song flows like
honey, they take it away from us, as if one could ever compete with the divine poet Maro.
One could observe that they are very skilful, persuasive, and eloquent in prose and able to
lift the soul, appease wrath, move to compassion, compose public speeches and speak in
complete freedom, that they master grace and the ability to seduce with words, and that
they speak not only in a concise and very harmonious manner, but sometimes even in the
manner of divine signals, to the point that one cannot help but surrender to the superiority
of the very wise Cicero."”®

From the Praefatio to the Latin translation of the treatise De generatione et cor-
ruptione composed for Lorenzo de’ Medici by Kallistos, deep knowledge of Cice-
ronian works emerges such as De oratore, De officis and Academici.”

In the course of the discussion, translations from Greek into Latin prepared
by Kallistos were also mentioned several times. In most cases these undertakings
were part of the teaching activity carried out in the various cities where he re-
sided. It may be useful to provide in this paragraph an overview of the authors
translated by Andronikos and the manuscripts in which these materials are
handed down (Table 5.7).

Table 5.7: Latin translations by Andronikos Kallistos. Overview.

Author, Work Manuscripts Reference
Homer, lliad Laur. 66.31 Orlandi 2014a
Vat. gr. 1626 Orlandi, here § 4.2

Stockholm, Kung. Bibl, Va 19
Bonon. Archig. B 1414

157 See the passage from the letter sent to Demetrios <Chalkondyles> printed infra, Appendix
5. Speaking of Aristotle’s works on physics and ethics interpreted pwpaioTi, Kallistos seems to
refer to extant medieval translations he made use of rather than translations ex novo.

158 For the Greek text, see infra, Appendix 1 (lines 442,1-10 ed. Orlandi).

159 See Hankins 1994.
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Author, Work Manuscripts Reference
Demosthenes, De corona Laur. 66.31 -
Theocritus, /dylls Laur. 66.31 Martinez Manzano 2009
Orlandi, here § 5.3.1

Pindar, Hymns Magliab. VIl 1025 Fera 1997
Apollonius Rhodius, Ricc. 153 Resta 1978
Argonautica
Aristotle, De gen. et corr. Laur. 84.11 Rashed 2011

Neap. VIII.E.18

An initial approach to the study of the Latin translation of Homer’s Iliad was con-
ducted in the previous chapter. That translation was intended for teaching pur-
poses; a central testimony is Laur. 66.31, the notebook collecting the notes of a
‘Florentine’ pupil of Andronikos. However, as we have seen, at some point it be-
gan to be copied independently of its use in the classroom.'*® In the same manu-
script fragments of Latin translations of other authors fundamental to Kallistos’
teaching practice have survived: Demosthenes and Theocritus. In contrast to the
case of Homer, no other manuscript evidence has so far emerged of the same
Latin translation of Demosthenes’ De corona. This version still awaits further in-
vestigation.

With regard to Theocritus, Teresa Martinez Manzano identified some time
ago in a batch of manuscripts preserved in Spain traces of Latin translations of
the Idylls that trace back to the Bolognese teaching of Andronikos. These materi-
als from the lectures held in Bologna are unique among the surviving documents,
most of which come from Florence. This also applies to the Latin translation of
Pindar’ Olympians found in the manuscript Magliab. VII 1025, in the hand of Bar-
tolomeo Fonzio. This version was already studied in detail by Vincenzo Fera:!
rather than a translation, it is a retractatio performed by Fonzio and built on an
earlier translation by Kallistos.

As mentioned, when in Florence Andronikos lectured on Apollonius Rho-
dius. Gianvito Resta studied the Latin version transcribed by Bartolomeo Fonzio,
transmitted in Ricc. 153.1? Therein, the first part of a translation verbum de verbo
of the text originating from the voice of the master (‘secundum Andronici inter-
pretationem’) is found at fols 90r-95v.

160 See supra, § 4.2.
161 See Fera 1997.
162 See Resta 1978.



248 = From the Desk of a Byzantine Philologist

Finally, Andronikos accomplished in the early 1470s the full translation of
the Aristotelian treatise De generatione et corruptione, which he dedicated — as
already mentioned — to the powerful Lord of Florence, Lorenzo de’ Medici.'®

5.4.1 The retroversion of Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo

One aspect of Kallistos’ scholarly activity which as yet remains substantially un-
explored concerns his efforts to produce retroversions from Latin to Greek. The
starting case, which will provide the basis for future more detailed studies, is that
of Simplicius’ commentary on Aristotle’s De caelo. I first summarize here for clar-
ity the main points of the matter.

The editio princeps of this commentary is the Aldine published in the year
1526. Amedeo Peyron (1785-1870) is credited with the insight that what is printed
in the Aldine is not the original text of Simplicius, but rather a Greek retroversion
made from the Latin translation of William of Moerbeke (c. 1215/35—c. 1286). Pey-
ron’s verdict was later confirmed by the brilliant Danish philologist Johan L.
Heiberg (1854-1928), who authored the modern critical edition of the original
Greek text by Simplicius we read today in the CAG series.'® In more recent times,
the issue of the identity of the author of the retroversion has drawn the interest of
Fernand Bossier, one of the leading scholar dealing with medieval Latin transla-
tions of Aristotelian texts. Since no manuscript copies of the Latin-into-Greek-ret-
roversion have survived, the only currently available record is the Aldine edition.
According to Bossier, the author of the retroversion capable of this extraordinary
achievement (one should keep in mind that the modern edition of the text in the
CAG series has over 700 pages of Greek) must have been a late Byzantine philol-
ogist with a deep knowledge of Aristotelian philosophy. Moreover, the good read-
ings in the Aldine diverging from Moerbeke’s translation and leaning closer to
the Greek must be regarded as conjecture on the part of the author of the retro-
version.'®

Building on a report by Carlos Steel,'® Bossier explored the inventory of the
Grimani book collection — including, as seen in § 3, manuscripts from Kallistos’
(via Pico della Mirandola) — and pointed out the presence of some items related

163 See Rashed 2011.

164 See Heiberg 1894, XI-XII.

165 See Bossier 2004, XI-XVII and XCIII-CVIII.
166 See Bossier 1987, 320 n. 45.
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to the text of Simplicius."” At no. 49 Grimani (= entry no. 455 in Pico’s collec-
tion),'® one reads as follows: ‘Simplicii commentaria in tertium et quartum de
caelo é latina lingua in graecam translata ab Andronico Alexio Bixantio’ (= Vat.
lat. 3690, fol. 3r lin. 6-7).'%° Based on reasonable evidence, Bossier had advanced
the hypothesis that this Andronikos might be Kallistos."®

That Kallistos is indeed the author of this enormous Greek retroversion is
proved now by the inspection of an archival source, which has never been asso-
ciated with this issue: it is Ferrara, Archivio Bentivoglio, Sezione Patrimoniale,
busta 6, fasc. 35, i.e. the document giving account of the execution of Palla
Strozzi’s testamentary dispositions we spoke about while describing the Latin
writing of Kallistos." Therein, Kallistos signed the affidavit as follows: ego An-
dronicus filius Alexii Constantinopolitanus fui praesens et testor de praesentibus
scriptis in die in qua dicta scripta sunt facta. Thus, we have the confirmation that
Kallistos is the author of the retroversion in Greek from Moerbeke’s Latin transla-
tion.'

5.4.2 The manuscript Par. gr. 2038 and the text of Aristotle’s Poetics: New
insights into an old issue

Fully in the hand of Kallistos, the text of Aristotle’s Poetics transmitted by the
manuscript Par. gr. 2038 has for a long time been understood as the result of a
process of contamination between that of its antigraph — i.e. Mutin. a T.8.3 (or a
lost copy of it) — and other sources. In addition, the presence in the Paris codex
of brilliant conjectures and the coincidence of some good readings unknown to
all extant Greek manuscripts with those found in both the medieval Latin and the
Syriac-Arabic tradition initially led the scholars to the conclusion that there must

167 It isitems nos 47, 49, and 189 in the manuscript Vat. lat. 3960; see Diller, Saffrey and West-
erink 2003, 116-117, 138.

168 See Kibre 1936, 180.

169 See Diller, Saffrey and Westerink 2003, 117.

170 See Bossier 2004, XI-XVII.

171 See supra, § 2.4.2.

172 1am preparing a more extensive and detailed study on the characteristics and purposes of
this retroversion.
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have been another independent Greek source to which Kallistos had access. How-
ever, the nature of these readings has been over time the subject of scholarly de-
bate.'”

In 2016, the discovery of Kallistos’ hand in the manuscript Riccardianus 46
(twelfth century) largely contributed to a clarification of at least one of the aspects
of this ‘contamination’. It was thus possible to explain how some readings of the
Riccardianus (siglum B) ended up in the final text read in the Parisinus (Par) as
displayed in its final configuration, i.e. including later additions/corrections in
the written area and in the margins. Indeed, Kallistos had access to B, but only in
the last years of his stay in Italy (Florence, 1471-1474). As I have outlined else-
where,” B actually belonged to one of his pupils (still mysterious and anony-
mous), whose scribal activity has been located in Florence. Moreover, the fact
that the section of Par, in which the text of the Poetics is copied, was made in
Rome (i.e. in 1466-1471) makes it impossible to support the thesis of the direct
derivation of the peculiar readings of B and their inclusion in Par at the time of
its making.”® In summary, only some of Andronikos’ interventions in the text can
be linked to the consultation of B. Palaeographic analysis makes it possible to
distinguish them; the type of ink used in some marginals and interlinear inter-
ventions is also different.

However, as already noted, not all Par’s readings can be explained by refer-
ence to B. In other words, the problem of the provenance of the good readings
that are unknown to both the branch of the tradition stemming from B and the
branch of the tradition referable to A (= Par. gr. 1741), from which Par also de-
scends (indirectly, via Mutin. a T.8.3), has remained open until now. Thus, the
usual dilemma returns that has always characterised research on the autographs
of Kallistos: did he have access to lost manuscripts or did he make wild conjec-
tures ope ingenii?

In response to those who still argue for recourse to lost sources (which is
frankly difficult in the midst of Humanism), Leonardo Taran recently set out the
possibility that many of Andronikos’ corrections are the result of his philological
talent.””” Nevertheless, the question remains open as to the passages in which the

173 See Lobel 1933, Centanni 1986, Taran and Gutas 2012, Janko 2013, Taran 2016, and Martinelli
Tempesta 2016a.

174 Martinelli Tempesta 2016a, 227-232.

175 See Orlandi 2020c, 463-481.

176 It should also be noted that the text of the Parisinus is patchy in several passages, whereas
the Riccardianus is perfectly readable. This is the case, for instance, with 1454b 22 Bekker (fol.
120r in Par; fol. 101r in B).

177 See Taran 2016.
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reading proposed by Kallistos not only represents the best ecdotic solution, but
also coincides with that transmitted in the medieval Latin translation by William
of Moerbeke (c. 1215—c. 1286).

As a result of the excellent edition of the Poetics by Leonardo Taran and Di-
mitri Gutas — which is from a methodological point of view a true masterpiece of
modern philological studies —, it has been possible to reconstruct the original
Greek source (siglum @) used for the Latin translation (here indicated with the
siglum Lat) almost everywhere in the text.”® Here is a list of some significant cases
in which the right reading shows the consensus between the text of Par and the
Latin version; this consensus often embraces the Syriac-Arabic tradition, for
which Taran and Gutas have likewise reconstructed the facies of the Greek model
(%), whenever possible:

47b28 ovv @ (igitur Lat) £ Par : o0 A (deest B)

48a3  kokig ... dpetf] @ (malitia ... virtute Lat) X Par : koxia ... &petr| A (deest B)

49a6 peilw kai évtypodtepa @ (maiora et honorabiliora Lat) £ Par : pei{w

Kai évtipotepov B : peifov kai évipotepa
49a7 €l Gp Exel coni. Tkatsch : ei Gpa &xel Par : si habet Lat : apéyet A :
apa éxeL B

49a36 Bieotpappévov @ (inversa) T Par : § éotpappévov A : Eotpoppévov B

50a31 1n®(quelat)Par:{ZAB

52b19 mpod xopod mapddov @ (ante khori parodum Lat) Par : mpoxwpod

mapd8ov A : ipoxopov yap 6800 B : (lacuna) ...xopod napddou X

55a17 éxmAnEews @ (stupefactione Lat) Par : mAnEews AB : mpdéewg X

55a24 Op@v @ (videns Lat) Par: 6 OpvZAB

55b20 U1 pvnotpwv @ (a ministris Lat) £ Par : bnopvnotipwv A B

55b 27 petoaPaivel @ (transit Lat) = Par : petafaivetv A B

56a4  GAAwgTe @ (aliterque Lat) Par : GAwg ye B (fortasse ) : GAN (g ye A

56b2 pkpotnTa @ (parvitatem Lat) T Par : jukpdtntag A B

57a17 mpooonpaivel @ (consignificat Lat) Par : mpoonpaivet AB : onpaivel £

58b15 GppoTTWV @ (congruum Lat) Par : &ppoTTOVTOG A @ GPUOTTOV WG B

deest X

58b 25 8¢y éwv @ (autem me ens) Par : 8¢ pewv (uéwv B) A B : deest X

60b17 el ®(siLat)Par:MZAB

62a11 avTiig @ (ipsius) Z Par : aUTH|G A (deest B).

One must admit that some of these corrections, accepted in the text prepared by
the editors, are easily explained by means of the critical sensitivity of a competent

178 See Taran and Gutas 2012.
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Byzantine philologist such as Andronikos. On the other hand, one cannot believe
that everything can be traced back to Kallistos’ conjectural ingenuity. In this par-
ticular case, an explanation must be found that envisages the possibility of access
to another source. The solution probably lies beyond the perimeter of the Greek
paradosis.

Since Andronikos’ consultation of the Arabic text is ruled out, there is in my
opinion nothing to prevent us from thinking that, instead, he had direct recourse
to Moerbeke’s medieval Latin translation. As the case of Simplicius illustrated in
the previous paragraph, the consultation of the medieval Latin tradition was for
Kallistos an additional resource to recover the authenticity of the original Greek
text. If, in the case of Simplicius, Moerbeke’s medieval translation was the only
way to remedy the severely deficient state of the Greek paradosis, in the case of
the Poetics, Latin could have helped to ameliorate the text in selected passages.
My hypothesis of direct recourse to Latin would first of all have the advantage of
easily explaining the very high number of cases of consensus between Par and
Lat against the rest of the Greek paradosis (= the descent of A and B), significantly
reducing the amount of cases for which Kallistos’ intervention ope ingenii would
be presumed.

A first confirmation of this hypothesis comes from the analysis of the com-
mon readings between Par and Lat. At the points in the text where the text trans-
mitted by the Greek codices was unsatisfactory or where only the Syriac-Arabic
presents the correct reading, a concordance of errors (all the more significant)
between Par and Lat can be seen, which cannot be explained except by assuming
that Andronikos had the Latin text of Moerbeke before him. Postponing the dis-
cussion of the more complex ones to a future and more extensive contribution, I
report here a brief selection of simple cases:

54b 37 aicBeabai] aioBeabat AB : £oe00ou @ (fore Lat) Par, postea €oeabau in

aigBeabau corr. Par

57a5 WG onuavTik@V coni. Robortellus : -G -kov A (deest B) : pav

onpavtiknv @ (unam significativam Lat) Par

58a5 Oy coni. Vettori : ong (sic) A : on¢ (sic) B : om. spat. rel. Lat Par

58a 14 cUvBeta X : taUta A B : To0Td @ (eadem Lat) Par.

In the first case, we see that Kallistos initially chose to insert into the text the
(incorrect) form £0e00al, a future infinitive corresponding to the Latin fore. Later,
he realised the possibility of improving the Greek text more easily by correcting
the verb aioBe00a1 handed down in the Greek paradosis into aio8¢08at. The third
case is inasmuch significant as Andronikos, faced with the vox nihili transmitted
by the Greek, prefers, as does Moerbeke, to leave a blank space. Finally, the last
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case of consensus in error is likewise difficult to explain, unless one admits that
Kallistos wrote ToaTd on the inspiration of the Latin eadem. The validation of
more complex cases of concordance between Kallistos’ Greek text and Moer-
beke’s Latin translation will hopefully confirm these preliminary data.

5.5 Concluding remarks and new perspectives

What has been described in the preceding pages has shown many aspects of Kal-
listos’ scholarly activity: from the restoration of manuscripts to the insertion of
corrections in the margins of the books he consulted, from the search for multiple
examples of the same text to the scrutiny of medieval Latin translations of philo-
sophical texts. One of the most interesting aspects is concerned with the editions
prepared by Andronikos. The ultimate goal of this activity was, on the one hand,
undoubtedly the personal study of the authors who accompanied Kallistos
throughout his life. On the other hand, it was his commitment to teaching that
stimulated him to establish the most accurate text possible. Building on what has
just been seen in the case of Theocritus and Xenophon, it would be worthwhile
to undertake a similar study of at least three other authors central to Kallistos’
study and teaching activity: Pindar, Apollonius Rhodius, and Demosthenes.

With regard to Pindar, in his masterly study of the manuscript tradition of the
Hymns, Jean Irigoin isolated a group of recentiores characterised by a particular
version of the text; he named it édition moschopoulienne allongée. An expert Byz-
antine philologist allegedly prepared this augmented edition. At the basis of this
recensio, which contaminates materials from Planudes’ and Moschopulos’ work,
there would be, on the one hand, a witness of the édition planudéenne derivated
from the manuscript Par. gr. 2403 and, on the other hand, an as yet unidentified
manuscript from the Moschopulean family."”

Hence, we come to explain how the issue of the édition allongée could again
include Kallistos as one of the protagonists. Among the witnesses of the édition
moschopoulienne allongée, the oldest is the Laur. Ashb. 1144, a manuscript in the
hand of Andronikos. The Laurentianus dates from around 1460 on the basis of
the material evidence; however, what is most interesting is its graphic appear-
ance ictu oculi. It looks like a fair copy of Pindar’s text made for teaching pur-
poses. In addition, there is evidence in Kallistos’ library of both a witness to the
text of the Hymns derived from Par. gr. 2403 (i.e. Mutin. a T.9.14) and a copy of
the edition prepared by Moschopulos (i.e. Lips. gr. 34, siglum s by Irigoin). It is

179 See Irigoin 1952, 286, 376, 390-394.
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immediately clear therefore to what extent a more careful investigation of the late
phase of Pindar’s textual transmission could — as in the case of Theocritus — lead
to important achievements.'®

Regarding Apollonius Rhodius, on whom Andronikos lectured at the Studium
Florentinum, research ought to be undertaken in order to provide a more precise
stemmatic setting for the manuscript Mutin. a T.8.13. This represents a fair copy
(descending from a model not yet identified) of the text of the Argonautics. As
already pointed out in recent contributions,’®' the old theory of the dependence
of the Mutinensis on the Bruxellensis 18170 (in the hand of Aristobulos Apostoles)
is no longer plausible on the basis of the new palaeographic and codicological
evidence; the latter is in fact later. The relationship linking Mutin. a T.8.13 and
the so-called Protocretensis (siglum k by Friankel) must be therefore reassessed.®
The connection, on the one hand, between the Protocretensis and the manuscript
Par. gr. 2403 (a book which has on several occasions been linked to Andronikos’
activity) and, on the other hand, that between the Mutinensis and the vetustissi-
mus Laur. 32.9 (tenth century) is likewise in need of further investigation. Accord-
ing to Gianvito Resta, some variants found in the Latin translation of the Argo-
nautics prepared in Florence at the school of Kallistos can be explained on the
basis of the text transmitted by the Laurentianus.'® A not insignificant aspect is
the fact that Laur. 32.9 was kept in the fifteenth century at the Convent of San
Marco and was therefore accessible to Kallistos in the years of his Florentine so-
journ. We have already ascertained that Andronikos consulted the manuscripts
of the monastery library.'®

In addition, it is also necessary to reconsider the selection and reorganisation
of the exegetical material inherited from the Byzantine tradition and reorganised
(apparently for teaching purposes) in the manuscript Mutin. a P.6.13. This is one
of the ‘only-scholia’ witnesses to the Argonautics, fully in the hand of Kallistos.
On the basis of an initial survey, we can already state that it is datable owing to
the watermarks to Andronikos’ ‘Florentine’ years (1471-1474) and stands as the

180 We can sum up all the materials for a comprehensive approach to the issue of Pindar’s
Hymns: Mutin. a T.9.14 (text and scholia, both in Andronikos’ hand); Laur. Ashb. 1144 (mise au
net of the text); Athos IBripwv 161 (ancient witness to the text); Lond. Burney 109 (text consulted
by Kallistos in Florence); Lips. gr. 34 (text and scholia, part of Andronikos’ collection); Mutin. a
Q.5.20 (scholia, in the hand of Kallistos); Magliab. VII 1025 (Latin version accomplished at Kal-
listos’ school).

181 See Schade and Eleuteri 2008, 45-47.

182 See Vian 1974, L-LIX and Giinther 1999, 323-324.

183 See Resta 1978, 1081, 1119 n. 96.

184 See supra, §2.3.2.2.
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oldest amongst a group of recentiores related to the so-called recensio Parisina;'®
this might have some significance. All in all, it seems to raise the possibility that
— as much for the text of the Argonautics as for the scholia — Kallistos may have
played a central role in the history of Apollonius Rhodius’ fifteenth-century trans-
mission; but the research, in this case, must still be undertaken.

Finally, as far as Demosthenes is concerned, I have made initial examina-
tions of the text found in the two manuscripts in the hand of Andronikos: Sinod.
gr. 267 and RGADA, @ 1607 coll. Matthaei no. 15 (olim Dresd. Da 11). These too
appear as fair copies, characterised by the presence of readings from different
branches of the tradition. The starting point is Par. gr. 2998, one of the most im-
portant manuscripts in Kallistos’ collection.’®® Among other witnesses consulted
by Andronikos before the making of the copies in his hand (now kept in Moscow),
there seems to be Marc. gr. Z. 416: this is a very ancient and reliable manuscript,
to which Andronikos would have had no difficulty gaining access, for it was avail-
able in Rome at Bessarion’s residence. I was able to verify from some sample col-
lations that certain readings peculiar to the Marcianus ended up in the text of
Kallistos’ manuscripts. To get the full picture, one should also take into account
the Latin translation of the speech On the crown handed down in the recollectae
of Laur. 66.31, produced at the Florentine school of Andronikos. As is typical in
this type of research, therefore, more time and a more exhaustive verification will
be required.

185 Wendel 1932, 11-16. This recensio (named after the shelfmark of Par. gr. 2727, in the hand of
Georgios Alexandros Chomatas) consists of a batch of about 14 manuscripts, which all proved to
be later than Mutin. a P.6.13.

186 See supra, §2.2.1and 2.2.4.






6 Andronikos’ Traces in Manuscripts: A Summary
Catalogue

This chapter presents a summary catalogue of all primary sources in which it has
been possible so far to find traces of Andronikos’ hand. The catalogue is divided
into four sections: § 6.1 manuscripts copied by Kallistos, i.e. codices in which An-
dronikos is significantly engaged in the copying process; § 6.2 manuscripts anno-
tated and/or restored by Kallistos; § 6.3 archival sources; § 6.4 incunables. As a
result of this subdivision it was deemed appropriate to differentiate the records.
For the manuscripts mentioned in § 6.1, the codicological elements necessary to
contextualise Andronikos’ scribal production in time and space are presented in
more detail. Finally, I give here the list of abbreviations used in this catalogue:
Poss(essor/s); Not(es); Wat(ermarks); Quir(es); Writ(ten surface); Lin(es); Rul(ing
scheme); Cont(ents); Scr(ibes); Cat(alogue); Bibl(iography); Rem(arks).

6.1 Manuscripts copied by Kallistos

Cambridge

1. University Library, Nn.111.18 (2629)
Paper in-quarto - Crete - c. 1445-1453 - mm 209 x 133 - fols I1+305(-291-294)+I1I".

Poss.: Baldassar Migliavacca (t c. 1524) [fol. 1v ex libris xTfjpa éuod BaAtd-
oapog ToD MeAtaBokkod].

Not.: -

Wat.: Enclume sommée d’une croix similar to Briquet 5956 (1425-1452); see

fols 4/55, 57/64, 113/120, 121/128, 147/150. Fleur Briquet 6306 (= 80
Harlfinger; 1438-1455); see fols 204/205, 210/215, 228/229.

Quir.: 1-368, 374, 38%!(wants 8) + one bifolium attached between fols 302 and
305 (see explanation below). Numeration: Greek letters (a'—A(’) in the
lower central margin of the first and last sheet of the quire, in the hand
of Andronikos Kallistos.

Writ.. mm 19[160]30 x 15[95]23 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy D 24D1.

Cont.: 2r Thucydides.

Scr.: Andronikos Kallistos (Diller).

Cat.: Luard 1861, 489-490; RGK118.

@ Open Access. © 2023 Luigi Orlandi, published by De Gruyter. This work is licensed under the
Creative Commons Attribution-NonCommercial-NoDerivatives 4.0 License.
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783111203447-006
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Bibl.:

Rem.:

Powell 1938b, 103-108; Alberti 1967, 15-16; Diller 1967, 408; Mioni
1976, 298; Centanni 1984-1985, 208; Sosower 1986, 143; Orlandi 2014b,
149, 151, 187, 189, 193; Diktyon: 12248.

The text was originally incomplete, stopping at fol. 290v at the words
€00V¢ ot atpatid@Tat (VIII 76,2). The first two leaves of the quire 37 (a
binio = the fols are numbered 289’, 290’, ‘295’, and ‘296’) were written
at the same time with all the previous quires, probably in Crete; the
second two leaves of quire 37, originally left blank, were filled at a later
time, when Kallistos had the opportunity in Italy to restore the manu-
script, thus collating the text and completing it. He first added a qua-
ternio — now lacking the last sheet — which consists of the fols 297,
298’, 299’, ‘300°, 301°, ‘302’, and ‘305’. Then, having realized that
eight sheets were not enough for his purpose, he added while copying
another bifolium (fols 303—-304) within the quaternio itself, between
302’ and ‘305°.

2. Emmanuel College Library, 30 (1.2.9)

Paper in-quarto - Crete - c. 1445-1453 - mm 220 x 132 - fols II+ 326+IT".

Poss.:

Not.:
Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

William Sancroft (1617-1693), archbishop of Canterbury; see the note
on the flyleaf: ‘Hic liber olim Gulielmi Sancroft Archiepiscopi Cantua-
riensis a Thoma Galeo sed valde negligenter, longe diligentius in usum
editionis Wesselingianae ab Antonio Askew collatus est ut tamen non
pauca omiserit, quaedam etiam minus recte notaverit [...]’".

Fleur Briquet 6306 (= 80 Harlfinger; 1438-1455); see fols 2, 5, 10, 12, 23,
28/29, 145, 42, 155/156; Enclume sommée d’une croix similar to Briquet
5956 (1425-1452); see fols 50, 64, 85, 97, 108, 135, 147, 172, 196/197, 270.
181 (wants 1; 8 follows fol. 15), 28 (1 and 8 follow fol. 8), 3-408, 418!
(wants 5). Numeration: Greek letters (a'—pa’) in the lower central mar-
gin of the first and last sheet of the quire, in the hand of Andronikos
Kallistos.

mm 25[160]35 x 16[93]23 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy D 24D1.

4r Herodotus (fols 2r-3v contain short remarks on the Ionic dialect;
inc.: dpyn oLV Be® TV iBlwpdTwy TAG iddog SlaAékTov. 1 iGg TA £iG g
AyovTa OvopaTa €0 NG TPEMEL £Qv P WOt Swpta; expl.: veoxudoaL TO
VEWOTI KWvioat Ti).



Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:

Como
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Andronikos Kallistos (Diller); some western hands added marginal an-
notations: A = fols 5v, 7rv, 8r, 46r; B (in light-brown ink) = fols 5v, 10v—
12r, 13r, 14v; C = fol. 46r.

James 1904, 29; RGK 1 18.

Diller 1967, 408; Mioni 1976, 298; Centanni 1984-1985, 208; Wilson
2015a, IX-X; Wilson 2015b, XVII, XXIII-XXIV, 5, 34, 61, 71, 85, 114, 184;
Diktyon: 11839.

As the catalogue by James states, ‘the first two quires are in a disor-
dered state, but the leaves have been correctly numbered (by Mr Brad-
shaw?)’.

3. Biblioteca Comunale, 1.3.19 (11.2.59)

Paper in-quarto - Bologna / Ferrara / Padua - 1456-1466 - mm 242 x 174 - fols
II+206+I0".

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (= fols 1-150); II (= fols 151-206).

Poss.:

Not.:

Demetrios Chalkondyles (?); Como Jesuit College [fol. 2r ex libris ‘Coll.
Comens. Soc. Jesu’].
fol. IVV T@V U@V Kov@V @ovav [sicl.

I (= fols 1-150) - Bologna / Ferrara / Padua - c. 1456-1466

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:

Cont.:

Scr.:

Couronne similar to the type Briquet 4742 (1470-1477); see fols 42-43;
145, 148. Monts without correspondence; see fols 19, 22; Basilic vaguely
similar to the type Briquet 2681 (+1492); see fols 107, 112, 117.

1-38, 45, 5-19%. Numeration: Greek letters (a'—10’) in the lower inner
margin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower
outer margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos
Kallistos.

mm 36[160]46 x 28[90]56 Lin.: 22 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

2r Philostratus, Heroicus, 63r Imagines.

Michael Lygizos (Stefec) fols 2r-149v; Andronikos Kallistos (Stefec) ti-
tle in red ink at fol. 63r; <Demetrios Chalkondyles> marg. fols 41r, 149v.

II (= fols 151-206)

Wat.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 168/173.
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Quir.: 1-78%: Greek letters (k'-k¢’) in the lower inner margin of the first and the
last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of the first and
the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

Writ.: mm 35[159]48 x 28[89]57 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Cont.: 151r Philostratus, Vitae Sophistarum.

Scr.: Andronikos Kallistos (Stefec) fols 151r-206r; <Demetrios Chalkon-
dyles> marg. fols 157r, 179r. Marginal annotations at fol. 192rv in a not
yet identified hand.

Cat.: Martini 1896, 291-292.

Bibl.: Stefec 2010a, 71, 75-76, 80-81, 86; Stefec 2014, 154—155; Stefec 2016,
(siglum C); Diktyon: 13168.

Rem.: The manuscript is now provided with a final quire numeration (1-3?,

4%, 5-26°), in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos. It was, though, origi-
nally made of two contemporary codicological units, which were put
together by Andronikos at a later time. Evidence of the previous quire
numeration (restarting from o’ at fol. 151r) in the hand of <Kallistos> is
still visible.

Erlangen

4. Universitédtsbibliothek, A 4 (1227; 89)
Paper in-quarto - mid-15th cent. - mm 215 x 144 - fols I1+283+1".

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (= fols 1-71); II (= fols 72-79); III (=
80-102); IV (= fols 103-208); V (= fols 209-264); VI = (= fols 265-1’).

Poss.: Johannes Miiller von Kénigsberg (= lat. Regiomontanus).
Not.: -

I (= fols 1-71) - Crete? - c. 1445-1453

Wat.: Fleur 80 Harlfinger (= Briquet 6306); see fols 25/32, 26/31. Monts 84
Harlfinger; see fols 27/30. Tour 8 Harlfinger (same drawing in Par.
Suppl. gr. 66 and Oxon. Barocci 63); see fols 33/40.

Quir.: 1-88, 98! (wants 8, no textual loss). Numeration: Greek letters (a'-0") in
the lower outer margin of the first sheet and lower inner margin of the
last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

Writ.: mm 25[158]33 x 15[93]35 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy D 24D1.

Cont.: 1r Aristotle, Physica.

Scr.: Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger).
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II (= fols 72-79)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts 84 Harlfinger.

18. Numeration: Greek letter (a') in the lower outer margin of the first
sheet and lower inner margin of the last sheet, in the hand of Androni-
kos Kallistos.

mm 21[159]31 x 14[92]36 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy D 24D1.

72r Simplicius, in Arist. Phys. (des. mut.: wg 6tav ed. Diels 1882, 15,21).
Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger).

I1I (= fols 80-102) [blanks 100-102] - Constantinople? - ¢. 1445-1453

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Monts 52 Harlfinger.

1-28, 3% (wants 8, no textual loss). Numeration: Greek letters (a’'-y") in
the lower outer margin of the first sheet and lower inner margin of the
last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 19[158]33 x 17[93]35 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy D 24D1.

80r Aristotle, de longitudine et brevitate vitae, 82v de iuventute et se-
nectute, 85t de respiratione (with scholia of Michael of Ephesos?; see
Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 137), 94r de motu animalium.

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger).

IV (= fols 103-208)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Huchet 18 Harlfinger (Rome, 1461-1467).

1-319) 4%, 5-9° 102, Numeration: Greek letters in the lower central
margin of the first sheet, in the hand of Kosmas Trapezuntios; Bifolien-
zdhlung with Greek letters (oo — {8) in the lower outer margin of the
first sheet and the lower inner margin of the first sheet, in the hand of
Johannes Miiller von Kdnigsberg.

mm 12[145]43 x 11[75]43 Lin.: 28 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.
Astronomical texts (for a detailed description, see Zinner 1968, 332 and
Thurn 1980, 25-26).

Kosmas hieromonachos Trapezuntios (Harlfinger) fols 103r-146v; Jo-
hannes Miiller von Konigsberg (= Regiomontanus) (Zinner) fols 147r—
208r; marginal annotations in the hand of Regiomontanus.

V (= fols 209-264) - Constantinople? - ¢. 1445-1453

Wat.:
Quir.:

Monts 52 Harlfinger.

1-78. Numeration: Greek letters (a'-{’) in the lower outer margin of the
first sheet and lower inner margin of the last sheet, in the hand of An-
dronikos Kallistos.



262 —— Andronikos’ Traces in Manuscripts: A Summary Catalogue

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

mm 20[160]31 x 16[90]35 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy D 24D1.

209r Plato, Gorgias, 246t Lysis, 255v Menexenus, 262v Clitopho.
Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger). Marginal annotations in the hand of
Regiomontanus.

VI = (fols 265-T")

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Cat.:

Bibl.:

Firenze

Huchet 18 Harlfinger (Rome, 1461-1467).

1-2"°. Numeration: Greek letters (a’'-f') in the lower central margin of
the first sheet, in the hand of Kosmas Trapezuntios; Bifolienzdhlung
with Greek letters (aff—f¢) in the lower outer margin of the first sheet
and the lower inner margin of the last sheet, in the hand of Johannes
Miiller von K6nigsberg.

mm 18[143]52 x 13[93]39 Lin.: 22 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

2651 Hesiod, Opera et dies.

Kosmas Trapezuntios (Harlfinger). Marginal annotations in the hand
of Regiomontanus.

Wartelle 1963, 28; Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 136—139 (description by
Harlfinger); Thurn 1980, 24-27.

Zinner 1968, 331-333; Harlfinger 1971, 413; Centanni 1984-1985, 208;
Slings 1987, 23-25; Martinelli Tempesta 1995; Martinelli Tempesta
1997; Diaz de Cerio and Serrano 2001, 353-354; Menchelli 2006, 211-
212; Bardi 2022; Diktyon: 14294.

5. Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Ashburnham 1144

Paper in-quarto - Bologna / Ferrara / Padua - 1456-1466 - mm 243 x 170 - fols IX+180+IX".

Poss.:

Not.:

Wat.:

Baldassar Migliavacca [see fol. IXv ex libris épob 0D BaATdoapog ToD
peAiBaxkod (sic) | Mei Baltasaris meliavaccae; fol. VI'v Mei Baltasaris
meliavaccae].

IIv pinax, in the hand of <Baldassar Migliavacca>; IIIr brief notes writ-
ten at Ashburnham Place (XIX cent.); VIII'r selling price (‘ducati 2 e 3°).
Monts without correspondence; see fols 4/6, 11/14, 36/37, 51/54, 60/61,
83/86, 122/129, 175/176. Basilic similar to the type Briquet 2669/2670
(Mantova/Ferrara, 1459-1469); see fols 43/46, 41/48. Couronne with-
out correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same drawing in
Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a Q.5.20, a T.9.1, a T.9.2, a T.9.14, etc.); see fols
132/137, 133/136, 140/145, 173/178.



Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:
Cat.:
Bibl.:
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1-158, 16", 17-218, 22'°. Numeration: Greek letters (a'-xp’) in the lower
inner margin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the
lower outer margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of An-
dronikos Kallistos.

mm 34[160]49 x 22[94]54 Lin.: 29/15 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Pindar, Olymp., Pith., Nem. I-11I; 131r Lycophron, Alexandra.
Andronikos Kallistos (Todd).

Rostagno and Festa 1893, 206.

Irigoin 1952, 394; Todd 1994, 67-75; Tessier 2000, 359 n. 51; Orlandi
2014b, 141, 144, 149-151, 155, 178, 180, 182-189; Diktyon: 15750.

6. Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Ashburnham 1599

Paper in-quarto (with the exception of fols I, III’: parchment) - mid-15th cent.
(with the exception of fols 153-175 [14th cent.]) - mm 242 x 166 - fols V+175(+159a—
d+163a-d)+III".

Composite manuscript, assembled by Andronikos Kallistos himself (see the final

Poss.:

Not.:

I (=fols 1-

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

quire numeration in his hand [= 1-23; a'—ky']). Codicological Units = 1
(= fols 1-104) Bologna / Ferrara / Padua, 1456-1466; II (= fols 105-112)
Bologna, 1453-1455; III (= fols 113-152) Bologna / Ferrara / Padua,
1456-1466; IV (= fols 153—-175) Constantinople (?), 14th cent.
Baldassar Migliavacca [see fol. Iv (parchment) ex libris BAATACAP; fol.
Vr £pod 1ob BaAtdoapog Tod peAapokkod | Mei Baltasaris meliavac-
cae; fol. VI'v Mei Baltasaris Meliavaccae; fol. II’'v Mei Baltasaris me-
liavaccae).

Iv (parchment) pinax, in the hand of Baldassar Migliavacca; some brief
notes written at Ashburnham Place (19th cent.).

104)

Monts without correspondence (same drawing in Ashb. 1144); see fols
2/7, 11/14, 41/48, 58/63. Couronne without correspondence (see
Gamillscheg 1978; same drawing in Ambr. P 84 sup., Laur. Ashb. 1144,
Mutin. a Q.5.20, a T.9.2, a T.9.14 etc.); see fols 81/88, 84/85.

1-13%. Numeration: Greek letters (a’'-ty’) in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin
of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 34[160]48 x 21[95]50 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Themistius, in Arist. de Anima (ed. Heinze 1899).

Andronikos Kallistos (Todd).
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II (= fols 105-112)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 107/110.

18. Numeration: Greek letter (18") in the lower inner margin of the first
and the last sheet + Arabic numeral in the lower outer margin of the
first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 26[159]57 x 16[93]57 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

105r Timaeus Locrus (cum scholiis).

Andronikos Kallistos (Todd).

I1I (= fols 113-152) [blanks 151-152]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts (small-sized) without correspondence; see fols 125/132, 128/129,
145/152. Chapeau without correspondence; see fols 113/120, 114/119.
18, 252(wants 1, 2), 3—-4%, 5%, 6°. Numeration: Greek letters (1e'—x") in the
lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in
the lower outer margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of
Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 32[159]51 x 19[93]54 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

113r Cleomedes, Caelestia (ed. Todd 1990).

Andronikos Kallistos (Todd).

IV (= fols 153-175)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:

not visible.

183, 28, 3'°, Numeration: Greek letters (ka’'—xy’) in the lower inner mar-
gin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer
margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kalli-
stos.

mm c. 24[185]33 x 21[115]30 Lin.: 38 Rul.: missing.

153r Maximos Planudes, ¥n@ogopia kot Tvdovg /| Aeyopévn peyaAn
(ed. Allard 1981).

Unknown scribe.

Rostagno and Festa 1893, 209.

Marg 1972, 2-3; Allard 1979, 220-223; Todd 1990, IX; Todd 1994, 67-75;
Orlandi 2014b, 141-144, 149-151, 153-155, 170, 177, 180-187; Diktyon:
15767.

The quires of the third codicological unit (containing the text of Cleo-
medes) have been restored over years by Kallistos; fols 115-118, 121—
124, 125-140, and 145-152 bear the original composition. Fols 159a—-d
and 163a-d are little pieces of paper (containing a short mathematical
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text) folded in-sedicesimo (mm c. 123 x 84) and bounded within the
quire no. 22.

7. Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 60.16

Paper (with the exception of fols I, 98, I’: parchment) - Rome (with the exception
of fols 92-97: Bologna / Ferrara / Padua), c. 1457 - mm 199 x 140 - fols IV+100+I".

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: 1 (= fols 1-26); II (= fols 27-50); III (=
fols 51-91); IV (= fols 92-97); V (= fols 98-100).

Poss.: Gaspare Zacchi of Volterra.

Not.: IIr pinax in the hand of Gaspare Zacchi (Speranzi). Fols I-IV added by
Gaspare Zacchi (I/IV folded in-quarto, II/III in-octavo); see Speranzi
2016a, 43, 45-46, 51, 55—-66, 68—-70.

I (= fols 1-26) [blanks 24-26]

Wat.: Echelle similar to the type 13 Harlfinger (Rome, March 1457, cop. Iohan-
nes Rhosos), folded in-octavo.

Quir.: 1-2', 3%, Numeration: Greek letters (a’-y’, not clearly visibile due to the
trimming) in the lower central margin of the first sheet + reclamantes
on the last sheet, in the hand of Kosmas. Latin letters (A—C) in the lower
inner margin of the last sheet, in the hand of Gaspare Zacchi.

Writ.: mm 15[142]42 x 22[90]32 Lin.: 24 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Cont.: 1r Aristotle, Poetica.

Scr.: Kosmas Trapenzuntios; initials and illuminations in red ink in the
hand of Iohannes Rhosos (see fols 1r, 23v) (Lobel).

II (= fols 27-50) [blanks 48-50]

Wat.: Ciseaux vaguely similar to the type 71 Harlfinger (1439/40), folded in-
octavo.
Quir.: 1%, 2'°, Numeration: Latin letters (D—<E>) in the lower inner margin of

the last sheet, in the hand of Gaspare Zacchi.

Writ.: mm 18[142]39 x 18[84]38 Lin.: 23 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Cont.: 27r Dionysius Halicarnasseus, Ep. II ad Ammaeum; 34v Marcellinus,
Vita Thucydidis; 39r Matth. Ephes., Prol. in Odysseam; 42v [Demetrius
Phaleraeus], Typi epistolares.

Scr.: Manuel Atrapes (Harlfinger); illuminations by Iohannes Rhosos.
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III (= fols 51-91) [blanks 90-91]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:

Cont.:

Scr.:

Ciseaux vaguely similar to the type 71 Harlfinger (1439/40), folded in-
octavo. Tenaille similar to Briquet 14089 (Pisa/Rome, 1454-1457),
folded in-octavo.

1-38, 41 (wants 10, no textual loss), 5%. Numeration: Latin letters (F—
K) in the lower inner margin of the last sheet, in the hand of Gaspare
Zacchi.

mm 20[146]33 x 16[98]26 Lin.: 26 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

51r Disticha Catonis (Greek version by Max. Planudes); 65v Libanius,
Epistulae 134, 936; 671 Isidoros Pelusiotes, Epistulae (1,203; 1,61; 1,220;
1,151; 1,201; 3,204; 1,102; 1,98; 1,360; 1,185); 75r Leonardo Bruni, Iepi
Tfi¢ moAiteiag TV OAwpevtivwy; 78v Gregorios of Corinth, Ilepi
ouvTaEewg; 84v Nikephoros Gregoras, [epi dnopwv; 86v Kaloiannes,
Epistula ad Chrysocephalum (inc.: £pol p&v kai mpoTepov EMOTENELY;
for the author of this work see Speranzi 2016a, 55-56).

Gaspare Zacchi of Volterra (Speranzi).

IV (= fols 92-97)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts without correspondence (folded in-quarto); see fols 92/97.

1°. Numeration: Latin letter (L) in the lower inner margin of the last
sheet, in the hand of Gaspare Zacchi (Speranzi).

mm 20[160]24 x 20[97]27 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Basilius Magnus, Encomium in Gordium martyrem.

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger).

V (= fols 98-100) [blank 100]

Wat.:

Quir.:
Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:
Cat.:

Bibl.:

Rem.:

Echelle similar to the type 13 Harlfinger (Rome, March 1457, cop. Iohan-
nes Rhosos), folded in-octavo.

1#! (wants 4; no textual loss).

mm 21[135]43 x 23[85]32 Lin.: 26 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

98r Diodorus Metrologus, Expositio de ponderibus et mensuris.
Kosmas Trapezuntios (Lobel).

Bandini 1768-1770, vol. 2, cols 605-607. Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 216—
218.

Lobel 1933, 20-24; Harlfinger 1971, 409, 413; De Gregorio 2000, 365—
366; Speranzi 2016a, 69-70 (with further bibliography); Diktyon: 16514.
A detailed description of the codex in found in Speranzi 2016a, 69-70.
Digitized at <http://mss.bmlonline.it> (accessed on 27 March 2023).
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8. Biblioteca Medicea Laurenziana, Plut. 74.12

Paper in-quarto - Rome, 1466-1471 (unit I) / Florence, c. 1470-1485 (unit II) - mm
212 x 144 - fols IT+80+IV".

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: 1 (= fols 3-44); II (= fols 45-80).

Poss.:
Not.:

fol. 1r pinax.

I (= fols 3—44) [blanks 22-24, 31-34, 40-42]

Wat.:

Quir.:
Writ.:

Cont.:

Scr.:

Huchet 25 Harlfinger (Rome, 1471, cop. Iohannes Rhosos); see fols 3-5,
14-16, 35-44. Ciseaux vaguely similar to the type 44 Harlfinger (Rome,
1457, cop. Iohannes Rhosos and Manuel Atrapes); see fols 6—13. Lettre
S similar to type 54 Harlfinger (1473/1474, cop. Alexios Keladenos); see
fols 17-34.

1) 28, 319 48, 52, Numeration: missing.

variable, c. mm 170 x 85 Lin.: variable, c. 23-29 Rul.: missing (with
the exception of fols 35—-44: Sautel-Leroy 20D1, 29 lines, c. mm 160 x
95).

3r Excerpts from Galen (fols 3-21: De plac. Hipp. et Plat., books 2-9, fols
25-30: Meth. med., books 1-2, 7-8, 12-13); 35r other excerpts (Gal., De
usu part. books 11, 14, 17, De trem.; Philostr., Vita Apollonii; [Arist.], De
spiritu; Gal., De dieb. decr., book 2; Xen., Cyropaedia, books 4-5; Gal.,
De cris., book 2 [a single quotation: 10 pr| SuvacBat Slapuyeiv Ennpetav
ypappa pndév, obTwg qv maAatdv, Mote kot IMAGTWV avTod pépvntarl;
Porph., De abstinentia, book 4; Gal., De elem. sec. Hipp., book 1; Gal.
De sympt. caus., book 2); 43r Andronikos Kallistos (?), IIepi kowvoyopiog
(see Pontani 1989).

Theodoros Gazes fols 3r-21r, 25r—-30v (Speranzi); Bessarion fols 37r lin.
17-18, 39r lin. 11-14 (up to the words mop& ye pnv), 39v lin. 19-25 and
marginal note at fol. 15r (Speranzi); <Nikolaos Sekundinos> fol. 39r lin.
14-25 (1 hereby propose to correct the previous identification with Ma-
nuel Atrapes by Speranzi); Alexios Keladenos fol. 39r lin. 25-30, 39v
lin. 1-18 (Speranzi); Andronikos Kallistos fols 35r—-39r, 43r-44v (RGK I
18).

II (= fols 45-80) [blanks 63—-64]

Wat.:
Quir.:

Fleur similar to the type Briquet 6662 (Florence, 1496); see fols 45—64.
1-28, 3% 458,
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Writ..

Cont.:

Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:

Krakow

mm 22[148]42 x 35[85]27 Lin.: 25 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1 (fols 45-64);
mm 23[140]47 x 20[86]35 Lin.: 21 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1 (fols 65-80).
45r Lysias, Orationes 20—24, 25 (up to 7.6), 651 Orationes 25 (starting at
34.22), 26-30.

Anonymous scribe of ms. Ambr. Trotti 182, fols 45r—-64v (Speranzi); Io-
hannes Skutariotes fols 65r-80v (RGK I 183); reclamantes in the hand
of <Demetrios Chalkondyles> fol. 64v.

Bandini 1768-1770, vol. 3, cols 99-101; RGK 1 18, 183.

Pontani 1989, 139-142; Boter 2014, 30; Speranzi 2011 117-121, 124 (with
further bibliography); Speranzi 2012, 353; Orlandi 2015, 272-273; Lo-
russo 2018, LII; Giacomelli 2021a, 112; Diktyon: 16667.

Digitized at <http://mss.bmlonline.it> (accessed on 27 March 2023).

9. Biblioteka Jagiellofiska, Berol. gr. qu. 73 (376)

Parchment - Rome (?) - ¢. 1466-1471 - mm 225 x 165 - fols II+46+IT".

Poss.:
Quir.:
Writ..
Cont.:

Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Milano

Petros Hypselas [fol. 1r ex libris téTpov DhnAa (sic) aiywvitov BiAog].
1_410’ 582,

mm 19[160]30 x 15[95]23 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Porph., Introductio; 12r Aristotle, Categoriae, 33r De interpretatione

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger, privatim) fols 1r-23r; <Anonymous
pupil of Andronikos Kallistos> fols 23v—44v and marginal annotations
throughout the codex. Marginal annotations in the hand of Petros
Hypselas fols 1r-2r, 3v, 4v, 6v, 7v, 20v, 271, 331, 34r.

de Boor 1897, 219; Wartelle 1963, 21.

Aristoteles Graecus 1976, 49—-50; Diktyon: 9243.

10. Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana, A 185 sup. (gr. 78)

Paper - 15th cent. - mm 300 x 215 - fols XVII+243(+98bis)+II’.

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (= fols 1-149); II (= fols 150-165); 111
(= fols 166-213); IV (= fols 214-227) (Crete, third quarter of the 15th cent.); V (=
fols 228-243) (Crete?, ante 1453).
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Poss.: Baldassar Migliavacca.
Not.: -

I (= fols 1-149) + III (= fols 166-213)

Wat.: Lettre B, folded in-quarto, without correspondence; see fols 4/7, 24/27,
74/77, 177/180. Fleur (= Maildnder Blume, small-sized); see fols
104/105, 144/145, 168/171; Fleur (= Maildnder Blume, medium-sized);
see fols 133/136.

Quir.: 1-15° Numeration: Greek letters (a'—1€") in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + latin letters (a, b, c, etc.) in the lower outer
margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of the Baldassar
Migliavacca (Unit I).

18, 2-5'°, Numeration: Greek letters in the lower inner margin of the first
sheet of the quire, in the hand of Baldassar Migliavacca (Unit III).

Writ.: mm 32[210]51 x 39[105]67 Lin.: 39 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1 (Unit I);
mm 35[195]65 x 31[120] 61 Lin.: 34-37 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1 (Unit
I11).

Cont.: 1r Simpl., in Arist. De anima (inc. mut. kai TOV voNT@V BewpnTIKOV
ywwokew vobv ed. Hayduck 1882); 166r [Philoponos], in Arist. Analit-
ica priora (inc. mut. AN’ €av 1 peillwv Aapn to vrapyov; cf. Par. gr.
1919, fols 124r-133v).

Scr.: Baldassar Migliavacca.

II (= fols 150-165) [blanks, later addition]
Wat.: missing.
Quir.: 1t,

IV (= fols 214-227) [blanks 224-227]

Wat.: Balance en cercle similar to Piccard V 481 (Brescia, +1473), folded in-
folio; see fol. 224.

Quir.: 1%, 28, Numeration: missing.

Writ.: mm 24[193]53 x 37[131]61 Lin.: 32 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Cont.: 2141 Nilos Kabasilas De Spiritus Sancti processione.

Scr.: Michael Lygizos fols 214r-218v lin. 24 (Martinelli Tempesta); unknown

scribe fols 218v lin. 24-223r (Martinelli Tempesta).

V (= fols 228-243)

Wat.: Monts (small-sized, similar to that found e.g. in Bonon. 2638) folded in-
folio; see fols 228, 229, 231, 238, 243
Quir.: 1-28,
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Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:
Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:

variable, c. mm 45[195]55 x 25[135]50 Lin.: variable Rul.: missing.
Chronological tables.

Andronikos Kallistos fols 228v—243r (Martinelli Tempesta).

Martini and Bassi 1906, 1, 90-91; Wartelle 1963, 64.

Canart 1070, 336; Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 108, 133, 136; Orlandi
2014b, 156; Speranzi 2016b, 64; Orlandi 2020c, 458-459; Diktyon:
42274,

Fols 150165 (= unit IT) have been inserted at a later time and have been
left blank with the intent of leaving sufficient space for the missing
portion of text.

11. Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana, H 52 sup. (gr. 436)

Paper in-quarto - mm 233 x 172 - fols IV+184+IT".

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: 1 (= fols 1-136) Padua 1457-1462; 11
(= fols 137-184) - Constantinople (?), 1317.

Poss.:

Not.:

Galeazzo Visconti [see fol. II'v ex libris ‘Galeacij Vicecomitis nec non
amicorum. E(m)ptus precio 1b. 16. 1502 die 13 Nouembris’]; Ludovico
Cinzio [see fol. IlIr ex libris ‘25 Maij 1554 emit. Lodouicus Cinctius est
possessor huius libri’].

fol. 184v subscriptio: €ypéen 1 tapoioa BiBAG Tf xelpi Ocodoaiov ToD
Evpnuuavod- ételeiwdn 8¢ T kn' ToD iovAiov unvog Tiig e’ ivBIkTI@vog
ToD ,GwKe' £TOUG.

I (= fols 1-136) [blanks 134-136]

Wat.:

Quir.:
Writ..
Cont.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a Q.5.20, a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc.).

1-178.

mm 32[160]41 x 22[95]55 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Lysias, de caede Eratosthenis, 6r Epitaphium, 15t in Simonem apolo-
gia, 20r de vulnere ex industria, 22r pro sacrilegio Calliae, 24v adversus
Andocidem, 31r Areopagitica oratio pro sacra olea excisa, 35r accusatio
de obtrectationibus adversus familiares, 37r pro milite, 39r adversus
Theomnestum 1, 42r adversus Theomnestum 11, 43v adversus Eratos-
thenem, 53r adversus Agoratum, 64r adversus Alcibiadem 1, 68v adver-
sus Alcibiadem 11, 70r pro Mantitheo, 72v mept Snpociwv ASIKNUATWV,
73v de publicatione bonorum fratris Niciae, 76V de bonis Aristophanis,
83r pro Polystrato, 86v de muneribus acceptis apologia, 89r adversus
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frumentarios, 91v adversus Pancleonem, 93v pro invalido, 96r de affec-
tata tyrannide, 102r, de Evandri probatione, 104v adversus Epicratem,
106r adversus Ergoclem, 108r adv. Philocratem, 109v adversus Ni-
comachum, 114r adversus Philonem, 117v Gorgias, Encomium Helenae,
120v Alcidamas, de sophistis, 125t Ulysses, 128v Antisthenes, Ajax, 129v
Ulysses, 131r Demades, de duodecennali.

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger 1971, 413).

II (= fols 137-184)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:
Cat.:

Bibl.:

1-6% Numeration (continuing the previous: 18-23): Greek letters (in'-
ky') in the lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic
numerals in the lower outer margin, in the hand of Andronikos Kallis-
tos. Traces of a previous numeration Aa’-Ag’, in the hand of Theodosios
Euphemianos.

c.mm175x120 Lin.: 41 Rul.: -.

137r Aelius Aristides, oratio Rhodiaca, 143r in Minervam, 145v Asclepi-
adae, 147t in Iovem, 149r in Eteoneum, 150v adversus criminatores, 153r
Alexandri oratio funebris, 156v in puteum Aesculapii, 158t in Serapim,
161r in Aegaeum mare, 162v in imperatorem, 166t Isthmica in Neptunum,
169v Dionysus, 170v de non agendis comoediis, 173t Panegyricus Cyzici
de templo, 176r legatio ad Achillem, 179v monodia de Smyrna, 180r ora-
tio Eleusinia, 181r epistula de Smyrna, 182v palinodia de Smyrna.
Theodosios Euphemianos (see PLP 6371).

Martini and Bassi 1906, I, 526-527.

Harlfinger 1971, 413; Avezzu 1976, 184, 192; Donadi 1976, 240-245;
Avezzu 1979-1980, 73, 78, 82, 85; Centanni 1984-1985, 39; Sosower
1986, 143; Sosower 1987, 46, 59-61, 62, 101; Nelson 2006; Martinelli
Tempesta 2013, 132-133; Donadi 2015, 27-30; Donadi 2016, XX-XXII,
XXXVIII; Diktyon: 42867.

12. Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana, | 56 sup. (gr. 462)

Paper in-quarto (with the exception of fols IV and II’: parchment) - Padua, 1456—
1462 - mm 237 x 163 - fols IV+248+I1T".

Poss.:

Baldassar Migliavacca (f ¢.1524) [see ex libris fol. IVv (¢pod BaAtdooapog
To0 MeAMwBakkoD | Baltasaris Meliavaccae) and IIv (Baltasaris
Meliavaccae)]; Cesare Rovida.
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Not.:
Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Fleches almost identical to the type 6271 Briquet (Venice, c. 1462); see
fols 73/80. Griffon similar to the type 12 Harlfinger (Venice, Febr. 1465,
cop. Immanuel Rhusotas); see fols 65/72. Monts without correspond-
ence; see fols 242-1I" (= later addition by Migliavacca).

1-298, 30'°; 318 (later addition). Numeration: Greek letters (a'—Aa’) in
the lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals
in the lower outer margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of
Andronikos Kallistos (with the exception of quire 31, in the hand of Bal-
dassar Migliavacca).

mm 32[160]45 x 29[95]39 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Aristotle, De partibus animalium, 73r Historia animalium.
Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger) fols 1r-242v; Baldassar Migliavacca
fols 243r-248v (Orlandi).

Martini and Bassi 1906, II, 556-557; Wartelle 1963, 68.

Harlfinger 1971, 413; Centanni 1984-1985, 210; Sicherl 1997, 43-46, 66,
110; Berger 2005; Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 132; Orlandi 2014b, 142,
144-46, 149-151, 187, 189-191 and plates V-VII; Golitsis 2016, 61-62;
Orlandi 2022b (forthcoming); Diktyon: 42906.

13. Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana, L 35 sup. (gr. 475)

Paper in-quarto (with the exception of fol. I: parchment) - 15th cent. - mm 217 x
141 - fols 1+160+IV°.

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: 1 (= fols 1-8); II (= fols 9-12); III (=
fols 13-48); IV (= fols 49-150); V (= fols 151-160).

Poss.: Thomas Seget (1569-1627) [see ex libris ‘Thomae Segeti’].

Not.: fol. 160v annotations TOpBOG. Nplov. pvijpa. TAWOG. TOUPOG. &GO TOD
TUQW TO Kai in the hand of <Angelo Vadio>.

I (= fols 1-8)

Wat.: Enclume similar to the type Briquet 5955 (1418-1453).

Quir.: 18, Numeration: missing.

Writ.: mm 26[160]31 x 18[95]28 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Cont.: 1r [Zonaras], Ae&ikOv oUVOTITIKOV KOTG oTOLXETOV (see Studemund 1886,
117).

Scr.: Andronikos Kallistos (Martinelli Tempesta).



Manuscripts copied by Kallistos = 273

II (= fols 9-12, blanks)

Wat.:
Quir.:

missing.
14

III (= fols 13-48)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Ciseaux similar to the type 52 Harlfinger (1452, cop. Iohannes Skutario-
tes).

1-48, 5*, Numeration: Greek letters (a’'—¢') in the lower outer margin of
the first sheet, in the hand of Michael Lygizos.

mm 32[140]45 x 24[75]42 Lin.: 25 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

13r Hephaestion, Enchiridion.

Michael Lygizos (Martinelli Tempesta). Marginal annotation in the
hand of <Maximos Margunios?> fol. 29r. Marginal annotation in the
hand of Georgios Alexandros Chomatas fol. 30r (Martinelli Tempesta).

IV (= fols 49-150)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:

Scr.:

Balance without correspondence.

1-48, 5%, 6'°, 7-8%, 9'°, 10-128, 13*. Numeration: Greek letters (a'-ty’) in
the lower outer margin of the first sheet, in the hand of Michael
Lygizos.

mm 27[145]45 x 20[80]41 Lin.: 25 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

49r Harpocration, Lexicon.

Michael Lygizos (Martinelli Tempesta), with the exception of fol. 116rv,
copied by <Angelo Vadio> (see also e.g. some marginal annotations in
his hand at fols 13r, 62v-63r, 95v, 961v).

V (= fols 151-160) [blanks 152-155]

Wat.:
Quir.:
Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:
Cat.:

Bibl.:

1°. Numeration: missing.

mm 20[155]42 x 20[75]46 Lin.: 21 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

151r Grammatical annotations, 156r De accentibus in casibus (see Mar-
tini and Bassi 1906, I, 568).

<Angelo Vadio> fols 151rv, 156r-160r.

Martini and Bassi 1906, I, 567-568.

Studemund 1886, 117; Martinelli Tempesta 2013, 108, 132-133, 138, 140;
Diktyon: 42945.
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14. Veneranda Biblioteca Ambrosiana, P 84 sup. (gr. 631)

Paper in-quarto - 1459-1466 - mm 240 x 169 - fols 1I+46+1".

Poss.:
Not.:
Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..

Cont.:
Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Modena

Demetrios Chalkondyles?

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a Q.5.20, a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc.); see fol.
19/22.

1-28, 3-5'°, Numeration: Greek letters in the lower inner margin of the
first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 32[160]48 x 20[95]54 Lin.: 15 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.
Theocritus, Idylls I-XIV, XV (up to verse 111).

Andronikos Kallistos (Martinelli Tempesta). Marginal and interlinear
annotations throughout in the hand of Demetrios Chalkondyles (Rollo
apud Martinelli Tempesta). Marginal annotations in two anonymous
western hands: ‘A’ fol. 31r and ‘B’ fols 21v, 38r—39r.

Martini and Bassi 1906, II, 715.

Gallavotti 1993, 335, 377; Martinelli Tempesta 2012, 526—534; Martinelli
Tempesta 2013, 132-133; Diktyon: 43108.

15. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a P.5.19 (gr. 110)

Paper in-quarto - Padua / Ferrara - 1456-1462 - mm 279 x 193 - fols [(numbered
‘1’)+200+1".

Poss.:

Not.:

Wat.:

Giorgio Valla [fol. 201v ex libris Tewpyiov Tod B&Aa €01t 1O BAiov
(strikethrough)]; Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi [fol. 1v ex libris ToD
co@wTaToL &pxovtog AABEpTOL ITiovw TO BIPAiov, in the hand of Markos
Musuros].

fol. 1r some Latin verses in honour of Homer (Horace, Ep. II 3 vv. 140-
152; Ovid. Am. II1 9, vv. 25-26); brief notes about Homer’s life; Androni-
kos Kallistos, Epigramma in Homerum (see infra, Appendix 7), in the
hand of Giorgio Valla.

Monts en cercle without correspondence; see fols 4/7, 20/23, 44/47,
157/158, 172/175, 197/198. Monts en cercle similar to the type Briquet
11885 (Padua 1460); see fols 52/55, 123/128, 179/184. Monts without cor-
respondence (folded in-folio); see fols 74, 126.
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Writ.:

Cont.:

Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:
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1-25%. Numeration: Greek letters (a’'—ke") in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin
of the first and the last sheet (not always visible due to the trimming;
see e.g. fols 2r, 89v, 98r, 153v, 186r, 193v), in the hand of Andronikos
Kallistos. Traces of a previous numeration are still visible, in the hand
of Demetrios Xanthopulos.

mm 23[210]46 x 22[78]93; 23[210]46 x 22[92]79 (from fol. 44r onwards)
Lin.: 31 (with the exception of fol. 200rv: 39) Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 14E2n
2r Homer, Odyssea; 200r Scholia recentiora ad Odysseam (See Pontani
2011, 282-283).

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg) fols 2r-43 and <marginal correc-
tions> (see e.g. fol. 153r); Demetrios Xanthopulos (Gamillscheg) fols
43v-199v; unknown scribe ‘C’ (= scribe of Mutin. a V.7.1, fols 80v-86r,
87r-104v [ident. by Gamillscheg], <Mutin. a T.9.11, fols 57r-66v>, and
<Mutin. a V.7.13>) fol. 200rv; Iohannes Rhosos (Gamillscheg) titles, in-
itials and decorations in red ink; there are some marginal notes in
Greek and Latin by a not yet identified hand. Marginal notes in the
hand of Giorgio Valla; see e.g. fols 3v, 30v, 43rv). Marginal notes in the
hand of <Giovanni Crastone?>; see e.g. fols 1r-5r, 131, 23r, 58v-59r,
68v, 89v (Greek) and 2r, 7r, 11v, 27v (Latin).

Puntoni 1896, 454; RGK I, 18.

Gamillscheg 1978, 232, 240; Centanni 1984-1985, 210; Pontani 2011,
368, 378, 381-383, 388, 413; Speranzi 2013a, 112 n. 67; Diktyon: 43359.

16. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a P.6.13 (gr. 77)

Paper in-quarto - Florence, 1471-1474 (with the exception of fols 138-143: Bolo-
gna / Ferrara / Padua, 1456-1462) - mm 238 x 170 - fols 143.

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: 1 (= fols 1-137); II (= fols 138-143).
The second codicological unit has been inserted within the last quire of the first
one, between fols 137 and 142.

Poss.:

Not.:

Giorgio Valla [fol. 142v ex libris Tewpyiov Tod BaA\a €0l 10 BiBAlov];
Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi (ex libris missing).

I (= fols 1-143) [blanks 141-142]

Wat.:

Chapeau almost identical to the type Briquet 3387 (Venice/Florence
1464-1476); see fols 3/8, 45/45, 85/86, 94/97; Echelle similar to the type
Briquet 5910 (Florence, 1473-1474); see fols 105/106, 125/126, 133/142.
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Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:

Scr.:

1-13%; 14'%3 (= fols 131-137 + 142-143). Numeration: Greek letters (a'-
18) in the lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic
numerals in the lower outer margin of the first and the last sheet, in the
hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 28[156]54 x 19[93]58 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Scholia in Apollonium Rhod. [1r-2v Prolegomena = Apollonii vita (1,1-
2,2 Wendel), Argonauticorum argumentum (2,16-4,16 Wendel), Apollo-
nii vita altera (2,4-14 Wendel)].

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger). Marginal notes in the hand of Gior-
gio Valla; see e.g. fols 151, 61r, 1071, 116v, 125v (Greek), 41r, 123r-125r,
128r (Latin). Marginal notes in the hand of <Giovanni Crastone?>; see
e.g. fols 4rv, 8v, 11r, 13r, 14r, 18r, 52v-53v, 65r-71v, 92r, 103r.

II (= fols 138-141)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:
Cat.:
Bibl.:

Monts without correspondence; see fol. 138/141.

1%, Numeration: Greek letter (a’) in the lower inner margin of fol. 139r,
in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 35[158]45 x 18[96]53 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

138r Astronomical diagrams.

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger).

Puntoni 1896, 436.

Wendel 1932, 11-13; Vian 1974, LI n. 3; Harlfinger 1974, 25 (nos 44-46);
Gamillscheg 1978, 232; Centanni 1984-1985, 210; Diktyon: 43365.

17. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a Q.5.20 (gr. 87)

Paper in-quarto - Bologna / Ferrara / Padua 1456-1462 (with exceptions of fols
128-165: c. 1449-1453) - mm 235 x 170 - fols I (parchment) + II-III (paper, water-
marked Huchet) + 181+1’ (parchment).

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (= fols 1-64); II (= fols 65-87); III (=
fols 88-127); IV (= fols 128-165); V (= fols 166-173); VI (= 174-181).

Poss.:

Not.:

Giorgio Valla [see ex libris Tewpyiov 10D BaAAa 0Tt 6 BiBAiov fols Ilv
and 181v (strikethrough)]; Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi [see fol. IIv ex
libris AABepTov Iliov Kapriaiwv Gpyovtog ktijua, in the hand of Markos
Musuros].

fol. Ilv pinax in the hand of Markos Musuros.
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I (=fols 1-64)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:

Cont.:

Scr.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc.); see fols 19/22,
27/30, 60/61.

1-8% Numeration: Greek letters (a'-n’) in the lower inner margin of the
first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of
the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 30[154]49 x 19[92]59 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Scholia in Sophoclem (1r in Aiacem, 19r in Electram, 34t in Antigonem,
46v in Oedipum Tyrannum).

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg). Marginal annotations in the hand
of <Giovanni Crastone?>; see e.g. fols 11v, 12rv, 44r, 50v, 58v, 61v, 62r,
641,

II (= fols 65-87) [blanks 86-87]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. « T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc.); see fols 67/70,
80/85.

18, 285 (wants 1, 5, 6, 7, 8), 3%¢(wants 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8), 4'° [for the text loss,
see more in Tessier 2015b, 196]. Numeration: Greek letters (6'-1p’) in
the lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals
in the lower outer margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of
Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 29[159]51 x 18[93]60 Lin.:29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

65t Scholia metrica Tricliniana in Sophoclem (65t in Aiacem, 71v in Elec-
tram [up to v. 1381], 76r in Oedipum Tyrannum [up to verse 151]); 81r
Scholia perbrevia in Aiacem, Electram et Oedipum Tyrannum. 83v <Io-
hannes Charax> De encliticis.

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg)

III (= fols 88-127)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc.); see fols 91/92,
123/124.

1-5%. Numeration: Greek letters (1y'-1{’) in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin
of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.
Traces of a former numeration (Greek letters, <a'—-g'>; see e.g. fols
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Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

119v-120r) in the lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet, in
the hand of <Andronikos Kallistos>.

c.mm 160 x 93 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

88r Scholia in Theocritum.

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg). Marginal annotation in the hand
of <Giovanni Crastone?>; see e.g. fols 89v-90r, 971, 102r.

IV (= fols 128-165) [blanks 163-165]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 130/133. Lettre N similar to the
type Briquet 8439 (1445-1450); see fols 147-148.

1-48, 5%, Numeration: Greek letters (in'-xB’) in the lower inner margin
of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer mar-
gin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.
Traces of a former numeration (Greek letters, <a'—€'>; see e.g. fols 143v,
151v) in the lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet, in the
hand of <Andronikos Kallistos>.

mm 28[170]36 x 16[93]55 Lin.:32 Rul.: missing.

128r Scholia in Platonem.

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg); marginal annotations in the hand
of Bessarion e.g. at fols 152r, 157r (see Tessier 2015a and Speranzi
2013a), Markos Musuros (Speranzi) and <Giovanni Crastone?> (see e.g.
fols 130r, 1351, 144r, 1461, 147v).

V (= fols 166-173) [blank 173]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:

Scr.:

Monts without correspondence (same drawing in Mutin. « T.9.2 [unit
I1I.] and Mutin. a U.9.22 [units IV-VI]); see fols 169/170.

1%, Numeration: Greek letters (ky’) in the lower inner margin of the first
and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of the
first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 28[154]50 x 27[94]56 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1661 Scholia metrica in Pindarum; 171v Scholia vetera in Pindari Olymp.
1,1; Some epigrams (Anth. Pal. IX 190, VII 75, VII 169).

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg).

VI (= fols 174-181)

Wat.:

Quir.:
Writ..

Monts without correspondence (same drawing in Mutin. a T.9.2 [unit
II1] and Mutin. a U.9.22 [units IV-VI]); see fols 177/178.

18,

mm 30[155]43 x 29[91]56 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.



Cont.:

Scr.:
Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:
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174r Notes on Ptolemy’s Geography [the notes on Roman emperors af-
ter Commodus (179r) and the epigram from Anth. Gr. III 288 (179v) are
later additions in the blank space].

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg).

Puntoni 1896, 443-444.

Turyn 1952, 79; Gamillscheg 1978, 232, 239-240; Centanni 1984-1985,
211; Giinther 1999, 321-326; Tessier 2000, 345-366, tavv. II-1V; Pontani
2011, 371; Speranzi 2013a, 30 n. 13, 122 n. 67, 117, 176-177, 367; Ferreri
2014, 399-400, 552-554; Tessier 2015a, XXVIII-XXXI; Tessier 2015b;
Diktyon: 43382.

Modern binding (restoration in year 2009).

18. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a Q.5.21 (gr. 91)

Paper in-quarto - Florence, 1471-1474 (fols 1-60); Bologna / Ferrara / Padua,
1456-1462 (fols 61-70) - mm 232 x 160 - fols 70.

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (= fols 1-60); II (= fols 61-70).

Poss.:

Not.:

Giorgio Valla [fol. 69v ex libris Tewpyiov T0D BéAAa €0t 10 BiAiov
(strikethrough)]; Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi (ex libris missing).

I (fols 1-60) [blanks 58-60]

Wat.:
Quir.:
Writ.:

Cont.:
Scr.:

Chapeau very similar to the type Briquet 3387 (Florence/Venice, 1464—
1476); see fols 2/9, 34/37.

1-6'. Numeration: Greek letters (a'—¢’) in the lower inner margin of the
first and the last sheet of the quire, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.
mm 23[155]53 x 22[91]47 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Paraphrasis in Sophisticos Elenchos (ed. Wallies 1884).

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger apud Gamillscheg). Marginal annota-
tions in the hand of Giorgio Valla.

II (fols 61-70)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc); see fols 62/67,
64/65.

18; 22 (a bifolium added by Suliardos). Numeration: Greek letters (a'—¢)
in the lower inner margin of the first sheet of the quire, in the hand of
Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 27[155]45 x 23[92]48 Lin.: 29/15 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.
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Cont.:
Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:

61r Musaeus, Hero et Leander.

Andronikos Kallistos fols 61r-68v lin. 11 (Harlfinger apud Gamill-
scheg); Michael Suliardos fols 68v lin. 12-70v (Eleuteri, with additions
by De Gregorio) and some corrections at <fols 61r, 63r—64r, 68r>. Mar-
ginal anntotation in the hand of <Giovanni Crastone?> at fol. 62r.
Puntoni 1896, 445.

Gamillscheg 1978, 232, 242; Eleuteri 1981, 9-10, 155-156; Centanni
1984-1985, 211; Avezzi1 1989-1990, 86—87; De Gregorio 1993, 142; Dik-
tyon: 43383.

In the second codicological unit there is no collaboration between Kal-
listos and Suliardos, the latter having copied the text in Par. gr. 2600
and having thus completed the Mutinensis.

19. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, o T.8.13 (gr. 140)

Paper in-quarto - Florence, 1471-1474 - mm 285 x 200 - fols II (parchment)+140.

Poss.:

Not.:

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:

Cont.:
Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Giorgio Valla [ex libris fol. IIr Tewpyiov Tod B&AAa 0Tt T0 BiBAiov]; Al-
berto III Pio Lord of Carpi [fol. IIv ex libris Tol @AavOpwmoTdTou
dpyovtog AABEpTov Iliov ktijpa, in the hand of Markos Musuros].

A record at fol. Iv [Quintilianus. | Apollonius in ordinem a grammaticis
datum non venit | quia Aristarchus et Aristophanes poetarum iudices |
neminem sui temporis in numerum redegerunt. | Non tamen contem-
nendum edidit opus equali | quadam mediocritate (= Quintilianus
10,1,54) [ TéAog ] is written by an anonymous hand.

Chapeau almost identical to the type Briquet 3387 (Florence/Venice,
1464-1476); see fols 5/6, 25/26, 55/56, 105/106.

1-14'°, Numeration: Greek letters (o'-18’) in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin
of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 27[202]56 x 31[120]49 Lin.: 40/21 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Apollonius Rhodius, Argonautica.

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger). Marginal annotations in the hand of
<Giovanni Crastone?>; see e.g. fols 1v—3v, 16r 42rv, 57rv (Greek), 8r, 12r,
151, 18r, 21r, 76v (Latin). Marginal annotations in an anonymous West-
ern hand (<Paolo Canal?>) fol. 7v, 10r.

Puntoni 1896, 473-474.

Harlfinger 1974, nos 44-46; Gamillscheg 1978, 232; Centanni 1984—
1985, 221; Giinther 1999, 316, 333; Schade and Eleuteri 2008, 47-48;
Diktyon: 43424.
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20. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, o T.9.1 (gr. 38)

Paper in-quarto - Bologna / Ferrara / Padua, 1456-1466 - mm 240 x 167 - fols I
(numbered ‘1’) +100 [blanks 98-101].

Poss.:

Not.:

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Giorgio Valla [see in his hand at fol. 1v]; Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi
[see ex libris fol. 1v AABépTou Ttiov Kapraiwv GpxovTog KTijpa, in the
hand of Markos Musuros].

fol. 1v: some excerpts from Aristotle’s Magna Moralia (1187b 7-9; 1205b
34-36; 1187b 14-16; 1182a 32-b 2), in the hand of Giorgio Valla; fol. 98v
excerpt from Pliny (Nat. Hist. 28,8), in the hand of <Giovanni
Crastone?>.

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc); see fols 13/14, 29/39,
44/47. Monts without correspondence; see fols 5/6, 35/40, 76/79.
Monts without correspondence; see fols 52/55, 61/62, 76/79.

1-108, 11°, 128, 13'°°. Numeration: Greek letters (a'-ty’) in the lower in-
ner margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos
Kallistos.

mm 32[157]54 x 20[92]56 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

2r Aristotle, Ethica Nicomachaea.

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger); Marginal annotations in the hand of
<Giovanni Crastone?>; see e.g. fols 4r, 7r, 17v-18r, 57v, 82v-83r1, 94v—
97r. A single marginal annotation in an anonymous Byzantine hand (=
Anonymus 14 Harlfinger?) at fol. 15v.

Puntoni 1896, 405; Wartelle 1963, 75.

Harlfinger 1971, 413; Gamillscheg 1978, 232; Centanni 1984-1985, 212;
Speranzi 2013a, 112 n. 67; Orlandi 2014b, 174; Martinelli Tempesta
2015a, 226227, 229; Diktyon: 43433.

21. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a T.9.2 (gr. 39)

Paper in-quarto - Bologna / Ferrara / Padua, 1456-1466 - mm 239 x 168 - fols I
(numbered ‘1’) +176.

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (= fols 2-51); II (= fols 52-67); III (=
fols 68-98); IV (= fols 99-130); V (= fols 131-177).

Poss.:

Giorgio Valla [see ex libris fol. 1v and 177v Tewpyiov ToD B&AAa £07Ti TO
BiBAiov (strikethrough)]; Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi [see ex libris fol.
1v, in the hand of Markos Musuros].
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Not.:

fol. 1v Latin pinax in the hand of Markos Musuros.

I (= fols 2-51)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Fleches almost identical to the type Briquet 6271 (Venice, +1462); see
fols 5/6, 20/22.

1-58, 6'°. Greek letters (a'—¢) in the lower central margin of the first and
the last sheet, in the hand of Iohannes Rhosos, with the exception of
quire no. 6: Greek letter ¢’ + Arabic numeral on the last sheet, in the
hand of Andronikos Kallistos [= later addition, at the time when he as-
sembled the codex].

mm 25[155]58 x 26[90]55 Lin.: 25 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 34D1.

2r Phalaris, Epistulae; 50v comparison of the names of the months in
Greek and Latin (see Botley 2006).

Iohannes Rhosos (Gamillscheg).

II (= fols 52-67) [blanks 66—-67]

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 60/67, 63/64.

1-28. Greek letters ({'—n’) in the lower inner margin of the first and the
last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of the first and
the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 33[156]51 x 24[95]54 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

52r Brutus, Epistulae; 61v Dionys. Halic., De imitatione.

Georgios Chomatas Alexandros (Gamillscheg).

I (= fols 68-98)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Monts without correspondence (same drawing in Mutin. a Q.5.20 [units
V-VI] and Mutin. a U.9.22 [units IV-VI]); see fols 69/74. Monts (very
small type, same as Mutin. a T.9.14) without correspondence; see fols
71/72.

1-38, 452 +1single leaf (= to a quaternio wanting the last two leaves has
been added at a later time a single leaf [fol. 98] watermarked Huchet 25
Harlfinger). Greek letters (6'-18) in the lower inner margin of the first
and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of the
first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos. Traces of
a former numeration (Greek letters, a’'-8') in the lower outer margin of
the first and the last sheet of the quire, in the hand of <Andronikos Kal-
listos>.



Writ.:

Cont.:
Scr.:

Manuscripts copied by Kallistos = 283

variable, ¢. mm [205] x [130] (text+scholia), [160] x [70] (text only)
Lin.: 30/16  Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

68r Nicander, Theriaca (with scholia).

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger 1974).

IV (= fols 99-130)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Couronne without correspondence; see fols 99/106, 102/103.

1-48. Greek letters (1y'—1g) in the lower inner margin of the first and the
last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of the first and
the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 36[158]44 x 25[95]58 Lin.: 22 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

99r Argonautica Orphica.

Michael Lygizos (Gamillscheg).

V (fols 131-177) [blank 131]

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:
Cat.:
Bibl.:

Couronne without correspondence; see fols 132/137, 146/153.

18, 281, 3—68. Greek letters (1{'—kf’) in the lower inner margin of the first
and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of the
first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos. Traces of
a former numeration (Greek letters, a’~¢’) in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet of the quire, in the hand of <Andronikos Kal-
listos>.

mm 33[157]49 x 25[93]59 Lin.: 29/15 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

132r Sophocles, Antigone.

Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger 1974).

Puntoni 1896, 405-406.

Turyn 1957, 79; Harlfinger 1974, nos 44-46; Gamillscheg 1978, 232;
Vian 1979, 29-31; Centanni 1984-1985; Giinther 1999, 316; Jacques
2002, CLI-CLVII; Muratore 2006, 79-80; Botley 2006, 411-412; Spe-
ranzi 2013a, 112 n. 67; Tessier 2015b, 178-179, 181, 193, 195; Tessier
2015a, XXVI-VIII (with a short description). Diktyon: 43434.

22. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a T.9.14 (gr. 51)

Paper in-quarto - Crete, c. 1445-1453 (with the exception of fols 1-7: Padua / Bo-
logna, 1456-1466) - mm 216 x 150 - fols III+268+III’ (= the last three leaves of a
senio) [blanks 266-268].

Poss.:

Giorgio Valla [see ex libris Tewpyiov ToD BaAAa €1t 10 BiAiov fol. IlIv
(strikethrough) and I'r]; Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi (see ex libris
AABépTov ITiov Kapraiwv dpyovtog ktfjpa at fol. Illv and AABEpTov
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Not.:

Wat.:

Quir.:
Writ..

Cont.:

Scr.:

Cat..
Bibl.:

Rem.:

Iiov kpatobvtog Kapmov kai copwtdtov £oti TO BiBAiov at fol. I'v, in
the hand of Markos Musuros).

fol. IIIv pinax in the hand of Markos Musuros.

Monts (very small type, same as Mutin. a T.9.2, unit III) without corre-
spondence; see fols 21/24, 30/31, 55/58. Other slightly different draw-
ings Monts (a little bigger); see fols 160/161, 167/170, 175/178, 214/219,
239/242. Téte de boeuf; see 48/49, 86/91. Another similar Téte de boeuf;
see fols 88/89, 111/114, 136/137. Couronne (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243;
same drawing e.g. in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a Q.5.20, a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc.);
see fols 5/6 (= later restoration).

13+ 3 single leaves (= original), 248, 5!, 6-33%.

variable, c. mm [180] x [105] (text+scholia), [135] x [70] (text only) Lin.:
29/15 (average value) Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Aratus, Phaenomena (with scholia); 53v Iohannes Tzetzes, Iambi; 55r
[Homer]|, Hymni VIII, XVIII, III; 65r Hesiod, Theogonia (with scholia);
99r [Hesiod], Scutum (with scholia); 116r Lycophron, Alexandra (with
scholia and Prolegomena by Tzetzes); 188r Pindar, Pythicae (with scho-
lia); 248v Nemeae I1-1V (up to verse 68) and VI (verses 37-50).
Andronikos Kallistos (Harlfinger). Marginal annotations in the hand of
<Giovanni Crastone?>; see e.g. fols 21v, 125r, 128v, 181v, 208r. Marginal
annotations to the text of Pindar’s Pythics in the hand of <Markos
Musuros>; see fols 189r—212v.

Puntoni 1896, 416-417.

Irigoin 1952, 386—387; Martin 1974, XI-XII; Harlfinger 1974, nos 44-46;
Gamillscheg 1978, 232; Centanni 1984-1985, 212; Marcotte 1985-1986,
71; Corrales Pérez 1994, 125-131; Sicherl 1997, 87-88 n. 257; Giinther
1999, 316, 320-321, 323, 325; Tselikas 2004, 374; Speranzi 2013a, 112 n.
67; Pontani and Lugato 2017, 284—285; Diktyon: 43446.

The manuscript endured a restoration in 1997.

23. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a U.5.1(gr. 123)

Paper in-quarto - Padua 1456-1462 (fols 1-201, with the exception of quire 7: Flor-
ence, 1471-1474); Florence 1471-1474 (fols 202-398) - mm 270 x 195 - fols 398+71".

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (= fols 1-201) - Padua, 1456-1462,
with the exception of quire {’ (= fols 49-56; see below); II (= fols 202-398) - Flor-
ence, 1471-1474.



Poss.:

Not.:

Manuscripts copied by Kallistos = 285

Giorgio Valla (see a marginal note in his hand at fol. 2r); Alberto III Pio
Lord of Carpi.

I (= fols 1-201, with the exception of fols 49-56)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts 24 Harlfinger (Padua 1456-1462); see fols 4/5, 33/40, 67/70,
164/165. Other Monts without correspondence; see fols 25/32, 81/88,
35/38,196/198. [Quire 7 (= fols 49-56) is a later restoration, in the hand
of Kallistos; it is made of paper watermarked Chapeau very similar to
the type Briquet 3387 (Florence/Venice, 1464-1476); see fols 52/53].
1-248, 251, Numeration: Greek letters (a'—ke’) in the lower inner mar-
gin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos
mm 29[204]44 x 25[127]148 Lin.: 19 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Homer, Ilias A-M.

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg). Illuminations, initials and titles in
red ink in the hand of Iohannes Rhosos (Gamillscheg) (his work are
also some corrections to the main text; see e.g. fols 17r, 40v, 67r). Mar-
ginal annotations in the hand of <Giovanni Crastone?>; see e.g. fols 4r,
110v. A single correction at fol. 132r is in the hand of <Michael Lygizos>.

II (= fols 201-398 + fols 49-56) [blanks 396-398]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:
Scr.:
Cat.:
Bibl.:

Echelle similar to the type Briquet 5910 (Florence, 1473-1474); see fols
262/271, 296/297, 305/308, 352/361. Ciseaux without correspondence;
see fols 206/207, 246/247.

1-19'°, 20%, Numeration: Greek letters (a'—x’) in the lower inner margin
of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer mar-
gin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos
(not always clearly visible because of the trimming).

mm 15[207]48 x 24[125]49 Lin.: 21 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

202r Homer, Ilias N-Q.

Andronikos Kallistos (Gamillscheg).

Puntoni 1896, 463.

Gamillscheg 1978, 232, 237, 240; Centanni 1984-1985, 212—213; Pontani
2011, 382; Diktyon: 43457.

24, Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, o U.9.18 (gr. 18)

Paper in-quarto - Crete? - c. 1445-1453 - mm 217 x 136 - fols 66.

Poss.:

Giorgio Valla, Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi.
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Not.:
Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:

Monts similar to the type Briquet 11656); see fols 3/6, 44/45.

1-78, <8® missing [textual loss: 291,6 Gvtiméon — 329,1 GAN év T&ig]>, 98,
10! (= two single leaves). Greek letters (a'-1) in the lower inner margin
of the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer mar-
gin of the first and the last sheet in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.
Traces of a former numeration in the hand of Anonymus B-n Gamill-
scheg; see e.g. fol. 47r.

mm 21[155]39 x 19[92]35 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 22D1b.

1r Nemesius, De natura hominis.

Anonymus B-nt Gamillscheg (same scribe in Mutin. a W.5.5, <Barocci
63>, <Barocci 76> and <Bonon. 2638>); titles in red ink (same colour
used in <Bonon. 2638>) by Andronikos Kallistos at fols 1r, 9r, 21r, 24r,
251, 31r, 321, 341, 35v, 36V, 371, 38V, 391, 40V, 411, 43V, 441V, 45V, 461,
47vv, 48v, 50v, 51r, 52r, 53rv, 551, 56V, 57v, 60v (Gamillscheg).

Puntoni 1896, 392.

Gamillscheg 1978, 232, 238; Morani 1981, 9; Centanni 1984-1985, 214—
215; Raschieri 2013, 354—-355; Diktyon: 43485.

Giovanni Mercati first suggested that Mutin. a U.9.18 and Mutin. a
U.9.3 originally formed one volume, referred to as a single item (no.
74) in the inventory of Pio’s library. Indeed, the numeration of the
quires of this volume (= a’-) precedes that of Mutin a U.9.3 (= wa'—«Q).

25. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a U.9.22 (gr. 93)

Paper in-quarto - Bologna / Ferrara / Padua, 1456—1462 - mm 228 x 165 - fols I (par-
chment)+I+213+I’ (parchment).

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units (coeval): I (= fols 1-72); II (= fols 73—
80); III (= fols 81-112); IV (= fols 113-160); V (= fols 161-176); VI (= fols 177-194);
VII (= fols 195-205); VIII (= fols 206—-213).

Poss.:

Not.:

Giorgio Valla [see ex libris Tewpyiov ToD BaAha £oti 10 BipAiov ( (fols
IIv, strikethrough), Tewpyiov ToD BaAAa £oti TO BiBAlov (190v)]; Al-
berto III Pio Lord of Carpi [see ex libris AABEpTou Iliov Kaprmaiwv
apyovtog ktijpa (fol. IIv), in the hand of Markos Musuros].

fol. IIv pinax in the hand of Markos Musuros.



Manuscripts copied by Kallistos = 287

I = (fols 1-72)

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a T.9.1, a T.9.2, etc); see fols 3/6. Monts
without correspondence; see fols 11/14, 20/21, 51/54.

1-9%. Numeration: Greek letters (a'—0") in the lower inner margin of the
first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of
the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 28[156]40 x 24[92] Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Scholia in Euripidem (1r in Hecubam, 9v in Orestem, 16r in Phoenis-
sas); 19v Scholia in Aristophanem (19v in Plutum, 36v in Nubes with ar-
gumentum, 52v in Ranas with argumentum).

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK I 18). Marginal annotations in the hand of
Giorgio Valla; see e.g. fols 3r, 30r, 62r. <Markos Musuros>; see fols 51v,
60v, 64v, 681v.

II (= fols 73—-80) [blanks 78-80]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. o T.9.1, o T.9.2, etc); see fols 74/79, 76/77.
18, Numeration: Greek letter (1') in the lower inner margin of the first
and the last sheet + Arabic numeral in the lower outer margin of the
first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 29[155]42 x 21[91]57 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

73r Anonymus Crameri (= Andronikos Kallistos?), Prolegomena de co-
moedia (see Koster 1975, XXXIV).

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK 118).

III (= fols 81-112) [blank 112]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Couronne without correspondence (see Gamillscheg 1978, 243; same
drawing in Ashb. 1599, Mutin. a T.9.1, o T.9.2, etc); see fols 86/86, 106/111.
1-4%. Numeration: Greek letters (1a'—18") in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin
of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 29[154)44 x 13[92]55 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

81r Scholia metrica in Aristophanis Plutum, Nubes, Ranas.

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK I 18).

IV (= fols 113-160)

Wat.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 116/117, 140/141. Another
drawing Monts without correspondence (same watermark in Mutin. o
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Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:

Scr.:

Q.5.20 [unit V-VI] and Mutin. o T.9.2 [unit III]); see fols 121/128,
154/159.

1-6%. Numeration: Greek letters (1e'—x’) in the lower inner margin of the
first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin of
the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos. Traces
of a former numeration (Greek letters, a’'—¢'; see e.g. <B'> at fol. 121r) in
the lower inner margin of the first and the last sheet of the quire, in the
hand of <Andronikos Kallistos>.

mm 28[155]45 x 25[92]55 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

113r Scholia in Odysseam (especially to books a—8), with argumenta of
books a-w) (see Pontani 2011, 374 and Chinellato 2018).

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK 118).

V (= fols 161-176) [blanks 170-176]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..

Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts without correspondence (same watermark in Mutin. a Q.5.20
[unit V-VI] and Mutin. a T.9.2 [unit III]); see fols 162/167, 171/174.

1-28, Numeration: Greek letters (ka’'—kf’) in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin
of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 29[156]43 x 22[92]56 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Scholia in Odysseam (books £—¢).

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK 118).

VI (= fols 177-194) [blanks 190-194]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts without correspondence; see 178/183. Another drawing Monts
without correspondence (same watermark in Mutin. o Q.5.20 [unit V-
VI] and Mutin. a T.9.2 [unit III]); see fols 179/182.

18, 2'°, Numeration: Greek letters (ky'—x8’) in the lower inner margin of
the first and the last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer margin
of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.

mm 27[155]43 x 20[90]55 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Scholia in Iliadis libros A-B, ¥-Q.

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK I 18). Annotation in the hand of <Markos
Musuros> (‘Twkpatng, Zwkpdtov, mobev yivetal dmotov’ [sic]) at fol.
194v.

VII: (= fols 195-205)

Wat.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 198/199.



Quir.:

Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:

Manuscripts copied by Kallistos = 289

1%+ three single leaves. Numeration: Greek letters (a'—f') in the lower
inner margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos
Kallistos.

mm 28[152]44 x 20[92]51 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

Lexicon syntacticum [inc.: otéov 8TL ilol TVG PripoTa EVEPYNTIKG;
expl.: kai Ta evavTtia, EKSnu@].

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK I 18).

VIII (= fols 206-213) [blanks 211-213]

Wat.:

Quir.:
Writ.:
Cont.:

Scr.:
Cat.:
Bibl.:

Rem.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 209/210.

18, Numeration: missing.

mm 29(155)44 x 23[90]45 Lin.: 29 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

2061 Excerpts from Tzetzes’ Versus de poematum generibus and Scholia
in Lycophronem; 207v Excerpts from Scholia vetera in Theocritum (= An-
ecdoton Estense); (see Orlandi 2014a).

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK 118).

Puntoni 1896, 446; RGK118.

Turyn 1952, 202-203; Koster 1974, LXI-LXII; Koster 1975, XXXIV-
XXXVI; Smith 1975, 81-105; Gamillscheg 1978, 232; Schartau 1981;
Smith 1981-1982, 256-258; Gamillscheg 1983 (reply to Smith 1981—
1982); Centanni 1984-1985, 213-214; Giinther 1995, 133, 160-171; Giin-
ther 1999, 321-326; Koster 1975, XXXIV-XXXVI; Avezzu 1989-1990, 76;
Pontani 2011, 279-280, 371-380; Speranzi 2013a, 112 n. 67; Orlandi
2014a, 169-170, 175; Tessier 2015a, XIV, XXVII, XXX, XXXI, XLII; Tes-
sier 2015b, 169-170, 177, 179-180, 187-188, 194-195; Chinellato 2018;
Gioffreda 2020, 200-201; Diktyon: 43489.

Digitized at <https://edl.cultura.gov.it/> (accessed on 23 March 2023).

26. Biblioteca Estense Universitaria, a V.7.1(gr. 173)

Paper in-quarto (with the exception of fols 87-104, in-folio) - Bologna / Ferrara /
Padua, 1456-1462 (fols 1-56 and 59); Florence, 1471-1474 (fols 57-86 and 105—
144, with the exception of fols 58—59 [1456-1462]); Venice (?), last quarter of 15th
century (fols 87-104) - mm 293 x 218 - fols I (parchment) +144.

Composite manuscript. Codicological Units: I (fols = 1-56 and 58-59); II (= fols 57,
60-86 and 105-144); III (= fols 87-104).

Poss.:

Giorgio Valla [see ex libris Tewpyiov Tob BaAAa ot T0 BiAiov on fols
Iv (strikethrough) and 144v], Alberto III Pio Lord of Carpi (see ex libris
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Not.:

fol. Iv AABepTov ITiov Kapmaiwv &pxovtog KTy, in the hand of Mar-
kos Musuros).
fol. Iv pinax in the hand of Markos Musuros.

I (= fols 1-56 and 58-59)

Wat.:
Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:
Scr.:

Monts without correspondence; see fols 4/5, 19/22, 52/53.

1-78 + two single leaves (58-59) now belonging to quire no. 8 (= the
first of the n). Numeration: Greek letters (a’'-{’) in the lower inner mar-
gin of the first and last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower outer mar-
gin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos Kallistos.
mm 31[215]49 x 24[138]60 Lin.: 39 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1.

1r Manuel Bryennios, Harmonica I-II1.

Andronikos Kallistos (RGK 1 18). Corrections and annotations in the
hand of <Iohannes Rhosos>; see fols 13r, 16v, 26v, 39v, 43r, 49r, 52r (see
also illumination at fol. 43r).

II (= fols 57, 60-86 and 104—144) [blanks 142-144]

Wat.:

Quir.:

Writ..
Cont.:

Scr.:

Chapeau very similar to the type Briquet 3387 (Florence/Venice, 1464—
1476); see fols 71/72, 61/62, 129/130.

1'°2 (= two single leaves [fols 58—59] originated from the first codico-
logical unit); 2-7'°. Numeration: Greek letters (n'-18") in the lower in-
ner margin of the first and last sheet + Arabic numerals in the lower
outer margin of the first and the last sheet, in the hand of Andronikos
Kallistos. Reclamantes in the hand of <Alphonsos Dursos>.

mm 29[198]67 x 25[131]63 Lin.: 37 Rul.: Sautel-Leroy 20D1

Musical works: 1. (fols 60r—-80v lin. 5) Aristides Quintilianus, De mu-
sica (up to 2,11 [Gpwvwv Ta pev 81 T@v]); 2. (fols 80v lin. 5-85v) Ari-
stides Quintilianus, De musica (from up 2,11 [yelA@v Axeitat povwv] to
3,1 